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Public Hearing Transcript 

Wednesday, March 11, 2003 

4:30 to 7:30 p.m. 

Red Lion Colonial Hotel 

Helena, MT 

Kim Gambrill: We want to go ahead and get started on the formal 
presentation and the opportunity for you to offer your comments and 
recommendations on the official record. 

First, I want to thank all of you for coming tonight to the 1-1 5 Corridor 
Draft Environmental Statement Public Hearing. Tonight's public hearing Is 
the fourth In a series of public meetings designed to Inform the public, 
share information about this Environmental Impact Statement process with 
you, and solicit your thoughts and recommendations for the Improvements 
that you would like to see made along the corridor. 

We have recently published the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the 1-15 corridor and what we will be doing In the next ten-to- 
fifteen minutes is talking briefly about this document, some of the 
information that is contained within it, and asking for your thoughts on 
what should be done to improve the 1-15 corridor. 

Before I continue with that part of the presentation, I would like to 
introduce a few people: my name is Kim Gambrill, I'm with the consulting 
firm Carter and Burgess in Denver. Our company has been hired to prepare 
the Environmental Impact Statement for this project. Larry Gibson Is our 
Public Involvement Task Manager. He will be walking around with a 
microphone for those of you who would like to make comments tonight in 
that fashion. Also from Carter and Burgess is Craig Gaskill and Dave 
Woolfall, the Project Engineers who have been most Instrumental in 
developing the traffic information and the alternatives that are analyzed in 
the DEIS. Troy Halouska and Amy Wiedeman are back at the registration 
table; they are Environmental Planners with Carter and Burgess and have 
been working with us throughout this project. Annell Fillinger, AM Tech 
Services here in Helena, will be recording the meeting tonight, and for 
those who would prefer not to speak before the entire group but would like 
to make verbal testimony on the project, you may go up to Annell after the 
presentation and have your comments recorded there. We have some 
representatives from the Department of Transportation. Mick Johnson and 



Jason Giard from MDT's Great Falls District. Lesly Tribelhorn Is here from 
the MDT Butte District. Mark Studt is MDT's Project Manager for the 1-1 5 
Corridor Study. Jerilee Weibel is here and will be able to answer any 
questions you may have on the RIght-of-Way Acquisition Program or 
Relocation Assistance Program. From the Federal Highway Administration, 
Carl James, the Transportation Specialist who has been working with us 
from day one. 

Tonight's proceedings are being tape recorded as part of the official record 
of the DEIS process. The draft EIS was made available for public review on 
February 14 and was placed In ten different locations around the area. The 
entire document Is also available on our web site. The official public 
review period started the following week on February 21 when the official 
Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. That date began a 45-day public 
comment and review period, which ends on April 7th. 

There are a number of ways for you to comment on the project. Tonight 
you can speak to the group and to those of us on the project team 
following my opening remarks. You may also speak with Annell individually 
after the formal presentation, or you can fill in a comment form which 
hopefully all of you received when you came In, and leave that with one of 
us or in one of the comment boxes at the back table. You may also send in 
written comments at any time between now and April 7th. You can do that 
on one of the comment sheets and mall it to the project public post office 
box or you can send your comments directly to Mark Studt at the address 
shown on the Newsletter. Again, the deadUne for those written comments 
is April 7th. 

Before asking for your comments on the project and on the alternatives, I 
want to briefly discuss a few important points. Within the Draft EIS, 
Chapter 1 discusses the Purpose and Need— why do we think improvements 
are necessary along this corridor. Purpose and Need is posted on the wall 
over here, it is found in the Executive Summary of the document and also 
in Chapter 1 . I would like to read this: 

"The purpose of the 1-15 Corridor EIS project is to Identify and evaluate 
potential transportation Improvements that will accommodate anticipated 
traffic volumes safely and efficiently, while also facilitating the movement 
of east-west traffic crossing the interstate. The EIS addresses safety and 

T 
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operating efficiencies at the existing 1-15 interchanges and east-west 
roadways crossing 1-15 and studies the need for additional interchanges and 
crossings. The roadways crossing 1-1 5 were studied to the extent necessary 
to ensure their ability to collect and distribute anticipated traffic to, from 
and across 1-15." 

The main focus of the study Is on the 1-1 5 corridor itself, from Montana City 
to Lincoln Road. Within the corridor we developed more than 30 potential 
transportation improvements - things that met the purpose and need and 
would be beneficial In addressing those needs. We eventually narrowed 
these down to two combinations of Improvements that are presented in the 
Alternatives graphics behind me and also in the back of the room. We 
posted duplicate graphics in the back of the room so that if you were 
sitting and writing your comments out, you wouldn't have to wander back 
and forth. You could look at them back there while making your 
comments. 

Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS fully describes the process we went through in 
looking at those alternatives, screening them, and then finding the final 
combinations that we wanted to present. 

Both of the alternatives include a number of interchange improvements 
and some improvements that we call "supporting elements." Together 
they make for very valuable improvements to the corridor. The DEIS 
presents three alternatives— two are what we call "build" alternatives. 
They are the combinations of improvements that we think are necessary. 
The third alternative presented in the DEIS Is the "No-Action" Alternative 
or the "No-Build" Alternative. This is a description of what would be 
expected to happen in the corridor If none of these major improvements 
were made. This would be normal maintenance activities, emergency 
repairs and that sort of thing, and programmed projects that are already on 
the books to be done. We use that as a baseline for comparison so we can 
evaluate what the impacts of each of these two "build" alternatives would 
be. 

The description of the baseline condition and the environmental conditions 
in the corridor are explained In Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIS. 

One of the major concerns with any project like this Is private property and 
what it will take to do this project. No relocations are expected with this 



project, but if you have concerns Jerilee Welbel from MDT is here to assist 
you. 

Some frequently asked questions that we received; one has to do with who 
makes the final decision on what will be done in the corridor. That 
decision is made by the Montana Department of Transportation and the 
Federal Highway Administration. They will determine, sometime toward 
the middle to the end of April, what they believe the Preferred Alternative 
should be. They make that decision after very carefully reviewing and 
considering the information that is in the DEIS and the public comments 
and agency comments that we receive during this review period. Once 
that decision is made, we will begin preparing a Final EIS, which describes 
the Preferred Alternative and explains the justification for that decision. 
We think the FEIS will be completed by the end of June of this year. When 
that is completed, it will be placed out for a 30-day public review period. 
Following that period, MDT and Federal Highways will make a final decision 
on whether anything needs to be changed or whether the recommended 
alternative In the Final EIS Is the one they want to go with. That final 
decision gets documented in a Record of Decision (ROD) which we think will 
be signed in the middle of September. 

Another question we get is "when can the construction of some of these 
improvements actually begin?" That is a delicate balancing decision that 
MDT will make based on the needs In the corridor - the highest priority 
needs, the availability of funding, how long it would take to develop the 
final plans for the different improvements— so it is not an easy decision. 
We can't tell you today which will be first and which will be second. Those 
are decisions they will make with the Transportation Commission. 

Another question we have gotten Is, "what do we think the Preferred 
Alternative should be?" or "does MDT already know what they want to do 
and Is the decision already made?" The answer to both of those is "no". 
The decisions have not been made and we don't know what the Preferred 
Alternative is going to turn out to be. We need to listen to the comments, 
we need to see what the public feels Is needed, we need to see what the 
state and federal agencies with responsibilities to oversee these kinds of 
projects have to say, and then we need to very carefully weigh those 
comments with the information that is included In the Draft EIS before 
making that decision. 
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At this time, we will open it up to comments. Again, if you are 
comfortable speaking before a large group, Larry has the hand-held 
microphone and he will give the microphone to you to make your comment. 
We would like you to focus your comments on your opinions of what should 
be done, your opinions perhaps on what should not be done, some 
justification, and keep your comments between one and two minutes. Any 
more than two minutes, I will have to cut you off. Again if you are not 
comfortable speaking before the group and you want to talk with Annell 
FlUinger at the conclusion of everybody else's remarks that is fine or use 
the comment sheet and leave your written comments with us. At this 
point, we will open It up and see who would like to make a comment about 
the Draft EIS alternatives. 



if we have a design that will line up with Washington Street allowing 
anybody living close to Washington Street the chance to come down the 
Frontage Road and get easy access without being required to re-enter on 
Montana Avenue. 



TESTIMONY 



Comment #la: Robert Rule 

My name is Robert Rule. I'm a developer here in Helena. First of all I 
would like to cover a few points. We live in a time of very unstable 
economic conditions. Our state government is in trouble, our city doesn't 
appear to be in trouble but take a look at your tax bill, we've got to come 
up with all the differences we are short on to pay our homeowners taxes. 
While Forestvale would be a very nice project for the sake of people being 
able to get around who live out there, what will that do for our economy? 
The Forestvale area has already been reflected in the City of Helena 
Growth Plan to be industrial/ commercial. There is no other area In 
Helena that doesn't have un-chopped up land. So the only logical sense Is 
Custer Avenue. I've been working on a project for the last eleven months 
and recommend Custer Avenue because it will allow economic growth. It is 
the only area left with that city classification with those size lots. Custer 
Avenue is on the verge of irreversible growth. It is the only place to grow. 
It will grow pretty equal to what we see on Reserve Street In Missoula 
almost overnight. We are living in a time right now where the economic 
condition of Helena is either going to have to go up or down. We are going 
to have to allow it to go one way or the other and when it does go up, 
Custer is the only logical area for growth. The tax base created from this 
series of developments can and will give the county and state revenues 
that will enable Forestvale to be put in at a much quicker pace. 
Furthermore a re-routing of the frontage road that will access onto Custer 



Response to Comment #la 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment #lb: Jeff Wuerl 

I live just off Sierra Drive. Basically I'm for the Forestvale alternative and 
all of the above. Just a little history here - some twenty years ago my 
mother was approached by the Highway Department about putting an exit 
on Sierra Road. They studied that for God knows how long. She couldn't 
sell her land; she couldn't do anything with it. Then they decided it would 
bring too much traffic by Rossiter School and pulled the plug. Well, that is 
twenty years ago. It would have cost God knows how much less. So 
instead of everybody sitting on their thumbs, do it, the money is there, 
you've got the land paid for for Forestvale, get it over with. 



Response to Comment #lb 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
Alternative 1 includes the Custer interchange. 
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Comment #lc: Kathleen Gerl 

I live at 700 Red Letter Street. It is Important to me that this 
Environmental Impact Statement addresses the problems that will be 
created for the three schools on California Street - Smith School, the First 
Lutheran Church School, and Three Dogs Pre-school. Years ago my children 
walked down California in the street because there were no sidewalks. 
Efforts to put sidewalks in there were not fruitful; sidewalks still are not 
there. I don't think any of the streets between Montana and California 
have sidewalks. My grandchildren live five houses up the street from me. I 
would like them to be able to walk to school but because of the problem 
that the interchange will put traffic on Broadway that is not possible. So it 
is important to me that the EIS recognizes the hardship and point out the 
need for mitigating traffic spots with something. 

The other thing in looking at this— I feel that without some exchange given, 
there is nothing in it for me. It takes me twenty minutes to get to Capital 
High School from my house. If I hved in Montana City it would be faster. 
Unless you put in a Custer Exchange I don't see that I will have anything 
but negative impacts. 



Response to Comment #lc 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

All comments and responses will be sent to the agencies identified in 
Chapter 9.0 of the EIS tor their consideration. 

The DEIS compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes (increases and decreases) on Broadway or other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5 to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. So, this taught us that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also taught us that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. The South Helena interchange 
connection was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the 
west side Erontage Road/Colonial Drive in order to serve the growing 
employment base in the hospital area. 



The new interchange at Custer Avenue is included in Alternative 1 
which has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment #ld: Herbert George 

I live at 2000 Broadway. I've heard rumors to the effect that Broadway is 
going to be made a one-way street or it Is proposed. I received this (held 
up copy of the DEIS) through the mail just this afternoon and I haven't had 
an opportunity to study it. Is that being thought about or what about that? 
Will it be a one-way street? There has been real concern on Broadway, as 
you well know, about the increase of traffic in the Broadway neighborhood, 
and I noticed in the maps that Broadway is the only street that is up on the 
hill that is drawn into the study. Now there are other streets up there and 
it seems to me that it could be disbursed. If there is going to be traffic 
increase in that area, it could be dispersed over a wider area and some of 
the other streets could take a lot of the burden off Broadway. 



Response to Comment #ld 



(Kim Gambrill): One of the initial improvement options looked at was a 
one-way underpass at Broadway. That was screened out and it is not 
included in the alternative packages that are described in the EIS. 

[Note: The above response was provided verbally at the Public 
Hearing.] 

Our studies compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes (increases and decreases} on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future, regardless of any improvements to 1-15, to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. As traffic 
gradually increases along one street, drivers will naturally tend to 
disperse to surrounding streets to their destinations. However, no 
measures are included with the 1-15 Corridor improvements to 
deliberately disperse neighborhood traffic and, to the best of our 
knowledge, there are no plans to turn Broadway into a one-way street- 
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Comment #le: Janice Frisch 

I live on the west side. I think that as we are making changes to our city, 
the thing we need to think about the most is the safety and health of our 
citizens. That is who we are really here to take care of - the citizens. I 
don't know about you folks but when I see an ambulance sitting on an 
overpass, it makes me nervous. When I see someone trying to cross in 
those areas in the middle of winter at nighttime, It makes me nervous. 
When 1 see a kid trying to ride a bike over one of those, it is just terrifying. 
So It seems to me that Alternative One is the only one that starts to 
address some problems that we currently have. We shouldn't be focusing 
on causing more growth and making more problems when we haven't taken 
care of the infrastructure that we already have. We always want to jump 
ahead of ourselves so I'm supporting Alternative One or at least something 
that allows pedestrians in those two areas. 



Response to Comment #le 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
Alternative 1 includes the Custer interchange. There are a number of 
features in the Preferred Alternative that address pedestrian use, such as 
the Broadway underpass. 
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Comment #lf: Tiffany Sauer 

My mailing address is Clancy but I live two miles north of Montana City. I 
was going to do written comments but I'm going to put it out right now. 
What is affectionately known in our neighborhood as "the back road", the 
increase of traffic on that road in the last three years is Incredible. The 
speed of traffic in the last three years on that road is incredible. I don't 
believe a proposed 55-mph, two-lane paved road on that side of the 
interstate is a good idea. There are existing homes in our neighborhood 
with children and little kids, there is whole mess of them coming up and 
those are their yards - that road. Is it possible, and I know in looking at the 
paper with the proposed Peccia subdivision on the east side, why not pave 
a road on the east side of the interstate? A frontage road as close to the 
interstate is possible there. Has anybody thought about that? The only 
reason I'm bringing it up in this large group is for somebody to think about 
it. There are no homes on that side right now but there are a lot of nice 
homes that have been built over the last three years on the west side. 
There is a concern about this feeding more traffic into the California 
neighborhood and the Broadway neighborhood. What If we went In on the 
east side with a 55-mph paved road and maintained a residential area on 
the west side and somehow hooked that up with whatever decent kind of 
Capital Exchange that will probably go in? 



Response to Comment #lf 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your thoughtful comments on the potential 
impacts otthe proposed west side Frontage Road improvement. 

In the early stages of developing potential transportation improvement 
options, other frontage road connections and locations were discussed. 
Completion of the west side Frontage Road between Montana City and 
Colonial Drive was identified as the only location that effectively 
addressed the purpose and need for the project as described in Chapter 
1.0 otthe Draft and Final FIS. 

At this point in time, a frontage road on the east side of 1-1 5 between 
Montana City and US 12 would not result in any appreciable 
improvements to safety or operating conditions on 1-1 5, the existing 
interchanges, or the east-west roadways crossing 1-1 5. 

Our studies, which very carefully considered potential impacts to 
residential neighborhoods throughout the study area, do not indicate any 
significant changes in traffic volumes along Broadway or surrounding 
neighborhood streets when compared with the No-Action traffic 
volumes- 
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Comment #lg: Robert Dunlop 

I live at 5820 North Montana Avenue. I am in favor of Forestvale 
Interchange. One gentleman spoke about his mother's dilemma and how 
she couldn't sell her property back in 1983. Actually all those people out 
in the valley were promised an interchange long before that. So I propose 
that you go ahead with Forestvale. Any of these other alternatives may or 
may not be alright, but if you choose them by the time you do the study for 
that actual interchange and then get the funding it could well be that some 
other group comes along such as Plan Helena and says that the current 
environmental impact statement is outdated and sets that project back 
again. So if you've got money for Forestvale and Forestvale is ready to go, 
let's do it and be done with and move on to the next project. Thank you. 



Response to Comment #lg 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

When the original North Helena Valley Interchange £/5 was completed 
in 1992, it identified Forestvale Road as the location for a new North 
Valley interchange. The Montana Department of Transportation fully 
intended to build this new interchange "as promised" but their decision 
was challenged in the courts. As discussed in Section 1.3 of the Draft 
and Final FIS, the Montana Supreme Court ruled that a new 
environmental study would be required before construction could begin 
on the Forestvale interchange. This new study has identified Custer 
Avenue as the location that best meets the purpose and need for the 
project. 



The money that was held over from the original FIS is now available for 
other improvements identified in the Preferred Alternative. We are 
confident that the corridor improvements described in the Preferred 
Alternative will be underway in the very near future. 
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Comment #lh: Jerry Sorensen 

Tm the Assistant Fire Chief with West Valley Volunteer Fire Department. 
I'm here to advocate the interchange at Forestvale for the reason of public 
safety. The freeway cuts right through West Valley's fire district. The only 
way we can access the valley right now is to go through Custer or to Lincoln 
Road. If there is an exchange put in at Custer Avenue, it is going to 
increase the time it will take to respond to any emergency in the valley. 
Most of the firefighters work in town and live in the valley and there is 
already too much time taken to get out to the valley and Custer Avenue is 
only going to increase that amount of time. I agree with Mr. Rule, 
economic development is important but in my opinion pubic safety is more 
important. The alternative for travel in the valley is to put a turn-lane in 
around Montana Avenue. The other term for a turn lane is "a suicide lane" 
and it is called that for a reason. I firmly believe that putting in turn lanes 
is going to increase the speed and the perceived confidence of the people 
who travel that and we are going to be getting a lot more traffic accidents, 
we are going to be able to respond less attractively for medical responses 
and for the traffic accidents the turn lane is going to cause and for fires. 
Again I would really urge looking at Forestvale. 



Response to Comment #lh 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

The identification of Alternative 1 {Custer interchange) as the Preferred 
Alternative recognized that the benefits to the fire department with a 
Forestvale interchange would not be realized. The community 
considered numerous benefits and issues related to a number of subjects 
including traffic flow, preferred development areas, environmental 
impacts, land use impacts, and consideration of emergency response 
times. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1 ) meets the needs of most, 
but not all, of the jurisdictions and representatives involved in the 
decision-making process. 
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Comment #li: Gary Burnham 

I live on the east side of the valley. To me the most important thing here 
is to connect the west side of the interstate to the east side of the 
interstate because it kind of splits Helena in two. On the Forestvale 
alternative, I've never seen anybody address It and I see your alternative 
shows It in a "T", but the pictures In the paper showed Forestvale going 
east off the map. I just wondered if you would address the issue of where 
that would go and how it would connect the rest of the east side of the 
valley into York Road or Canyon Ferry Road if they did Forestvale? Or is It 
just planned to be a "T" into the Frontage Road and go nowhere? If you 
put it on Custer, which I believe is a better option; you've already got the 
east side of the valley connected. Thank you. 

All the pictures in the paper this week showed it going past the Frontage 
Road and right off the map, so I thought I would ask. 



Response to Comment #li 



(Kim Gambrill): Just a quick response to that. The DEIS does not 
anticipate an extension for Forestvale to the east, so it does "T" when it 
reaches the Frontage Road. 

[Note: Above response provided verbally at the Public Hearing.] 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
Alternative 1 includes the Custer interchange. 
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Comment #lj : Bob Leach 

I've lived in Helena since 1970 and when I first moved here I lived just off 
Sierra Road. My kids went to Rossiter School. I think the biggest problem 
we have is not the road or the highway, it is the poor planning by our 
County Commissioners and City Fathers who don't see the importance of 
having north-south traffic. When we have an east-west road, rather than 
take that road on through, they build a school on it. For example, the Four 
Georgians School on Custer where all of a sudden we have to slow down. I 
don't know about you but when they built that son-of-a-gun, I thought it 
was a clubhouse for the golf course. That is a stupid place for a school. 
And the land was given to them over on the north side but for some 
political reason or pressure from McHugh or somebody, they decided the 
kids in the trailer court shouldn't have to cross the street. Well, tough! 
They can cross the street. They could have put in an overpass for the kids 
to walk across if it was too dangerous. Poor planning. We have no north- 
south roads that connect and we have no east-west roads that connect. 
York Road is the stupidest cattle trail I have ever seen. If we don't start 
taking serious this idea of planned growth and make Forestvale go clear to 
Valley Drive or Wiley and right on to East Helena Drive if possible. If we 
don't start planning some roads that go on the other side of the road like 
the lady said, why doesn't Washington go right on up? That is poor 
planning. There is no planning in this crazy place. In 1975 I proposed a 
north bypass that would start on the other side of East Helena and come 
just the other side of Canyon Ferry Road and into town roughly were Target 
is now and go right on just north of the Fairgrounds, angle up and catch 
U.S. 12. I've never seen anybody laugh as hard as our County 
Commissioners did. 



Response to Comment #lj 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your positive comments on the EIS process 

One of the issues that drew the greatest attention duringthe EIS process 
was the need to address long-range planning in a coordinated approach. 
Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, in part, 
because of its greater compatibility with regional plans. 

Another issue of concern evaluated in the DEIS was a possible bypass 
route for trucks. Traffic patterns were explored during the study, 
including the routes of trucks. Very tew vehicles and trucks are trying to 
bypass Helena. Most drivers originate or have a destination in Helena. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the EEIS. 
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Comment #lk: Dewey Hahlbohm 

I live about a mile from Shopko on the west side of Montana Avenue. I 
appreciate all the work you've done and the fact that you brought an 
impartial third party Into this debate since it has been such an emotional 
issue here In the community. I've lived in Montana since 1980, and I've 
lived In Helena since 1995. I'm amazed at how difficult it is to get 
anything discussed without raising hackles. A couple of things I wanted to 
say - we either need to develop Custer now or acknowledge that it will 
never be developed just because of the commercial land there. Folks have 
got the properties for sale and they want to get rid of them, 
understandably. If Custer Is done now, it will still provide us the 
opportunity to build Forestvale later. I think the retail development on 
Custer with the existing infrastructure just makes a lot of good sense to 
me. We've got arterials to feed it and there is a lot of developable land in 
that area that could still be constructed and I think there are a lot of folks 
who would want to see that happen, if there is an exchange put in there. 
It doesn't make sense to me to put an interchange at Forestvale now and 
rebuild the Custer overpass - in other words dismantle and rebuild the 
Custer overpass to accommodate the auxiliary lanes that are going to be 
built between Forestvale and Capital when we have the opportunity at the 
same time to make an interchange right there. The other thing brought up 
by this gentlemen, I think the idea of a northwest bypass to accommodate 
Great Falls to Garrison Junction traffic has a lot of merit to it. I think 
potentially in the future Forestvale may be that opportunity to do that via 
Green Meadow or some other route. Let's not take away the opportunity 
for growth in the community. 



Response to Comment #lk 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your positive comments on the EIS process. 

After very careful analysis, Alternative 1 , which includes the Custer 
interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
One of the more important factors analyzed during the Draft and Final 
FIS development was the issue of anticipated growth and its associated 
impacts. 

If a new interchange is constructed at Custer Avenue as recommended 
in the Final FIS, the Forestvale location can still be considered in the 
future. A separate environmental study would be required at that time. 

The issue of a northern bypass was studied during the development of 
the DEIS but our analysis showed that very few vehicles, including 
trucks, are trying to bypass Helena. Most drivers originate or have 
destinations in Helena. 
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Comment #2 : 
Helena City Commission & 
Lewis & Clark County Board of Commissioners 



City of Helena 

Le^s and Clark County 

316 NoTtk Parli 

Helena, MT 69623 



March 19, 2003 

Mark Stiidt. P.E. 

Project Manager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

PO Box 201001 

Helena MT 59620-1001 

Dear Mr. Studt: 

After reviewing the Interstate ! 5 Corridor draft environmental impact statement, the Helena City 
Coimnission mid the Lewis &. Clark County Board of Coounissioncrs imanimotisly recotmacnd 
Alternative l.lhemajorcomponents of whiehare; 

• Kew interchange at Custer Avenue, including the widening of Custer Avenue lo four lanes 
between K. Montana Avenue and N. Washington Street, Wc strongly encourage this project 
begin as sonn as possible, 

• New interchange at South Helena 

■ Interchange improvements at Capitol 

Other components, to name a few, include safety improvements to the Lincoln Interchange and 
improvements to the frontage road between Montana City and Helena. As well, we reconmiend 
the Montana Depaitmeat of Transportation retain the Forestvale riglit-of-way for future 
interchange construction as the Helena Valley continues to grow. 

We extend our compliments to the many people who spent cotintless hours on this extensive and 
important effort for oiu commimily, Carter-Burgess conducted the entire process in an 
exeraelary manner and isalfo to be commended. 



Response to Comment #2 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank the city of Helena and Lewis & Clark County tor 
your involvement and positive comments on the EIS process followed on 
this project. Your input is critical to the success of this project. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS, 




jta L, Varone, Chair 
Board of County Commissioiters 

^^^^^ 

Michael A, Miuray 
County Commissioner 




'^ Steve Netschert I 




Steve Netschert > 
City Coinmisgioner 



Ed Tinsley 

Comity Commissioner 




Tom Pouliot 

City Connnissioner 
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John F. Warden USEPA 



O^^l^x. 






UNITED STATES ENV)R0NMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

R5SION e, MONTANA OFFICE 

FEDERAL BUILDING, 10 West 15"- Stre-et. Suite 3200 

HELENA. nHQNTAMA 596Z6 



Rfif: 8M0 

Maich 27, 2003 

Mr-MarkSrudT, P.E. ' 
Project Manager 

MqatanaDept. of Transportation 
2701 Prospeci Ave. 
Helena, MT 59620-9746 



Re: EPA Comments on DrafiEnviromneniallmjaci 

Siaiement for the 1-15 Comdor From Montana City 
:o LincoJn Road 



DearMr.Smdt: 

The EQviioiimentaJ Protection. Agency (EPA) Region Vm Montana Office has reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for improvements along the IincrstaiE-15 Cotridot 
from MonWms City to Lincoto Road. The EPA reviews ElSs in accordance with its 
responsibilities iindei the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the 
Cleiui Air Aci, Sectioa 309 of the Clean Air Ac( ditecits EPA to review and comment in writing 
on Che environoiental impacts of any major federal agency action. The EPA's commenis include 
a rating of both the environmental impact of the proposed actio-n and the adequacy of the NEPA 
document. A summary of EPA's EIS rating system is enclosed foi your infonnation. 

The EPA suppoics the puiposcs of the proposed fiiierStMe Highway 3 5 tiafisportation 
improvements to accommodate traffic volumes safely and efficiently, while also facilitating ease- 
west traffic crossing the interstate. The EPA does noi have- objections to sclecljon of either of the 
proposed major alternative packages of transponation improvemenis [i.e,. Alternative l or 
Alternative 2) as the preferred alternative, however, it appears lo us thai Alternative 1 would 
have a rediaced level pf eflviro omenta! impacts in comparison to Aliemalive 2. Accordingly, 
EPA recommends selection of Alternative .1 is the prefened aiiemative. This conclusion is 
based cm our evaluation and comparison of estimated environmenul impacts, which ire 
discussed in ouj more detailed comnicnts (see copy enclosed). 

We slit) believe that several of the recommendations of the Greater Helena Area 200 1 
Transportation Devslopment Plan Update (DEIS, page 3-38), ifiai aie pertinent Eo 1-1 5 
transponation issues, should be supported or considered for inclusion aS elejbents with the 
prefeired allcmadve. Several of the Helena Tiansponaiion Plan Update recommendaiions wmild 
promoteincreasedutjlizacioD and support for transit Jmpiovcnienis and transportation demand 
manaoement (TDM), and we believe it would be appropriate to include these as supponing 
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elements for the preferred alternative. These include: 1) develop aggressive marketing plan for 
dial-a-fide to increases ridership; 2) implemenl tjansit service between East Helena and Helena, 
and between Helena and Helena Valley; 3) encourage caipooUng and ridesharirg within Helena, 
and from Jefferson County; 4) Operate Checkpoint from both tlireciions; and; 5) expand service 
hours at dial-i-iide. 

The DEIS States that transit and TDM elements were not recommended as sitpponing 
elementis of the proposed iraasporiaciO'n improvements because there was limited use and 
availability of public transit or TDM prggrams and liltl* public support for public transit or 
TDM. We believe it is imponani for the State Md Federal highway transportation agencies to 
show leadership and be proactive in encouraging increase^ utilization and support for tansit 
improvements and TDM, rather ±an to simply accept the status quo as a sjmation that can not be 
changed. Public sappon for transit improvements and TDM may increase if they are made mo-re 
available and are more aggressively promoted or marketed. 

The EPA has concerns regarding direct and indirect environmental impacts associated 
with consuiicrion of proposed transportation improvements, although ic does appear that 
appropriate mitigation measures lare identified to mitigale mosi of the direct environmental 
impacts o.f the proposed transportation improvements, The indirect impacts, including growth 
inducing effects and induced changes in the paicem Of land use, population density, giowthcate, 
and related effects on air and water and tiacnral systems, including ecosystems, are more difficult 
to mitigate. Highway interchanges can significantly induce (or accelerate) growth and 
development and land use changes near the interchanges, and can significantly affect property 
values near the interchanges. 

The indirect effects of the new interchanges may best be mitigated by local govemmeni 
effons to connrol die location of growth and development and reduce enviro-nmeoTa! impacts 
through local planning hy stipulating in zoning and land use plans thai development Occur in 
designated growth areas, and integrating and coordinating land use planning with traiosponation 
and environmental planning and re«ew. EPA encourages utilization of "'smart growth" concepts 
to minimize effects of growth and development on thc.euviioninent, and proper plannin" and 
design of new infirastniciure (see htto:ffwww.epa- gov/smartgm wth/ ). Local govemment 
infi-astnicrure costs, inclucJing roads, can be signifitanily reduced by sman ^owth planning 
concepts. We are enclosing with ttiese coiBmenis a. Smart Grtiwth Frame\vork document that 
was prepared for analyzing sman growth in the context of an I-l 5 improvement project near St. 
George, Utah where there were similar concerns about indirect and cumulative effeas associated 
with growth and dcvelopTnentielated to transponaiion improvements. Although local planning 
decisions are outside the authority of State and Federal Highway TransponaUon Agencies a 
chapter describing economic, social, arid environmental benelnts that could be realized fjoni 
smart growtiipiannirgconcefts is btiTig inserted into die M5 Southern Corridor Project EIS in 
Utah to encourage andpromote such plaimingconceptS- 

We also believe it is imponan: to develop a specific detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan 
thai will compensate for lost wetland functions and values that will occur during project 
consmiction. This Wetland Mitigation Plan should be developed when a preferred altemativeas 
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selecied, and should be approved by the legujatory and resource raanage'mern agencies before 
implemeniation of the proposed project We encourage indusion ofasummafy of the Werland 
Mitigation Plan in the FEIS (pertiaps as an appendix). We sdso tncoutage consnlmiioii wiih the 
Montana Interagency Highway Wedands Groitp for wetland mjiiga-rion efforts to facilitate 
interagency agreeme-nt on the proposed mitigarion p]an for replacement of wetland functions and 
val-ues. 

Finally, we recommend thai MDOT contact the Montana Depl. of Environinental Quality 
(MDEQ) to ensure MDEQ concurtence that proposed 1-15 impiovetnenis wi]I be consistent with 
MDEQ's development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and waier quality restoration 
plans for Teiunile Creek and Silver Creek, which are listed as impaired waters (i.c, listed.under 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act), and may be potentially affected by proposed 
transportaticin improvements with Alternative 2. We suggest diai Carole Macfcin of MDEQ in 
Helena be contacted at 444^7425. 

We are enclosing our additional and/or more detailed coaimeors, questions, and concerns 
regarding this DEIS for your review and coasideration. Based on the procedures EPA uses to 
evaluate the adequacy of the information and the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed action and alternatives itj an EIS, the I- 15 Corridor Montana City to Lincoln Road 
DEIS has been rated as Category EC-2 (Environmental Concerns - Insufricjeni Inforinadan). A 
copy of EPA'b rating criteria is attached. 

Our environmental concerns regard the need to select an alternative that minimizes 
potential direc[ and indirect environmentaJ impacts, and incdude proactive efforts to promote 
transit impToveracnts and iransportaTion demand managemeni. We also recommend 
development of a detailed wetland mitigation plan, and consultation wiih the MDEQ to assure 
concurrence on proposed transportation improvements with TMDL development for Tenmjle 
Creek and Silver Creek. 

If we may provide further explanation of our concerns please contact Mr. Steve Potts of 
my staff in Helena at C406) 457-5022 or in Missoula at (406) 329-3313. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 



/■ardel 
Director 
Montana Office 



Enclosures 



Cynthia Cody/Julia Jehrson. EPA. 8EPA-N, Denver 
Todd Tillinger, COE. Helena 

Dale Paulson, Program Development Engineer, FHWA, Helena 

Scoti Jackson, USFWS. Helena 

Roben Rav/Caiole Mackin/Jeff Rvan. MDEO. Helena 
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U-S. Eovironmental ProtecUon Agency liating System tor Draft Enviroiiniental Impact 

Statements 
DefinltioDS and )f oIlow-Up Action* 

Environmental Imnact ftFlbe Action 

LO - - Lack of ObjecHons: The Enviromnemal ?rowcrion Agency CBPA) review has not identified any poienria] 

Mvironmencal impQCU requirins sutsumtive chatigts to the pToposal. The review nwy have disclosed opporpinities 
for afipliiitiflft of initigaiienineasares thai could be accomplished with no more tfian minor changes to itie proposal. 

EC - '. ZnviroQiuental Concerns; The EPA review has idenDfiedenviTonmeDtal impact ihat should be avoided in 
order to fully pcoiect the environtneni. Corrective measures may require changes lo die pcefcmcdalcemniveoi 
Application of nu'ti^don measuTes diaccan reduce ih-ese impacts.. 

BO - - EavironnnentaJ ObjectioiK: The EPA review has idtfltififcd significani eavirornntncal impacu thai should be 
avoided in order lo provide adequate piotcctjon for ihc enviionment. Corrective measures may requite sabsiajiQsJ 
chan|cs lo Ihc preferred alternative or consideration of some odier project alieniative (including the ao-aetion 
aliemarive or a new alrernarive). EPa intends to w^rk with the lead agettcy to reduce tiieie impacrs. 

EU - - Env^'iNiiuueAtall]' UnsatisfaetOry; The EPA review has identified adverse cnvironaientat impacts that are of 
iufficient magnicudc that they are unsadsfacicny fcom ihe standpoint of public health or welfare Mtnviroftmenial 
quality. EPA intends lo work widi die lead agency lo re*tce these impacis. If the potenual unsatisfectocy impacis 
are not ccirecied at the iiital £IS stage, dais proposal will be lecDrnmendcd lor rcforal to ihe Council on 
Environtnenial Quality (CEQ). 

AdenaaeY ojTUie Impact Statement 

Caicgcry 1 - - Adequate: EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sck Fofih the environ HKnia] impactCs) of the 
preferred aliemadve and those of die diematives reaiooably available tO UM project or action. No filither analyiisof 
data collecdon. is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest die additioii ol clarifying language or information. 

^Category 2 -- iBSuffidftflt Iirforraation: The drafi EIS d<xs not contain suffideni infbnn«ii>n fCT EPA 10 fu 
assess en viionmeotal impacts that should be avoided in ofdcno folly proiccL the eaviionmein, or die EPA reviewer 
has idenliflud new reasonably available alremarivcs that are widiin die specttuci of allcmadvei analyzed in the drafi 
£IS. which could reduce die environmetnal [mpacts of die action- The tdendfied addidonat informadon, data, 
analyses or discussion should be included in die final EIS. 

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA apes not behave ihat Ehe draft EJS adtquaiely assesses pocendally significant 
enviroiuneatal impacts of theaciiott, or the EPAreviewet has identified new, reasonably avaiJable akeniatjves ihat 
a« outside "if the spectruai of alwrnalives analyzed In die draft EIS, which shoujij t"? analyzed in oider to redbcc die 
potcndaUy st^iftcani enviroiunental impacts. EPA believes that the IdentifiEd additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussions are of such amagriiude that [hey should have full pntlic review ata draft stage. EPAdoes 
not believe diat die drafi EIS is adequiie for flic purposw of the Natloiial Environmental Pohcy Act and or SectiOQ 
309 review, and thus should bt formally revised and made available foi public comment in i suppLemenialor revised 
drafi EIS. On die basis of die potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral 
to the CEQ, 

' from EPA Wan.aal 164D Poliey aid PiaeedujM for die Review of Feder^j ActietTs ini[HienT>g ae En^irOAmerL February, 



16 



IIMTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mvnlana City to Lincoln Road 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #3 continued 



Comment #3 continued 



EPA Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement for the 1-15 Corridor From Montana City to 

Lincoln Road 

Brief Projeci Overview : 

The MonianaDejpL &f Transportation (MDT) and Federal Highway Adnuniscrarioil 
(FHWA) have evaluated proposed improvements to Interstate Highway 15 in the Helena Valley 
from Montana CiEy to Lincoln road (approximately 12 miles). The project purpose and need is co 
accommodaie traffic volumes safely and efficiently, wJiile also faciiitaung eaii-^^^est traffic 
crossing the interstate. Increased traffic has decreased operating efficiency of 1-15, interchaDges, 
and east-west roadways, which serve and cross 1-15. M5 has a 31% higher than average 
interstate crasii rate, and has become a banier to sast-west travel, limiting mobility of care. 
[Tuelcs, busses, pedestrians, bicycles, and emergency response vehicles. 

Tlie DEIS evaluates the no action alieitiaiive, which includes rha rransporwtion, 
development and infrastnicture projects already in progress or that are programmed. Jn addition., 
more than 30 transportation improvement options were identified and evaluated. These options 
were rcfaned, combined and compared, and distilled into two major alternative packages of 
transportation improvements. A preferred alternative is not ideatificd in the DEIS. Alternative 1 
with estimated coats from S 100 to S125 million includes: 

-New interchange at S^udi Helena 

-l&ilerchange improvements at existing Capitol interchange 

-New interchange at CusterAvcnucand widening of Custer Avenne to four lanes 

between N. Montana Avenue and N. Washington Street 

-Construction of two auxiliary lanes (aacb direction) on 1-15 between Custer and Capitol 

inieichanges 
-Minor realigameiM of east side Frontage Road 
-LJJicoln inierchaoge improvements 
-Montana City interchange improvements 

-Connect east side Frontage Road between Moniana City and Colonial Drive 
-Widen Cedar Strtei to five lanes from I-l 5 to N. J^ontana Avenue 
-Broadway underpass for pedestrian sind bicycle use 

AJiernative 2 wjdi estimated costs from $93 to 3121 million includes: 

-New iniercliange ai South Helena 
-Iftterchaiige improvements ax existing Capitol in:erchan|e 
-New northern Interchange at Forestvale Road 

-Construction of an auxiliaiy lane (each tJireciion) on MS t-etween Forestvale Road and 
Capitol inierchange plus a second auxiliary lane (each direction) between Cedar and 



Capitol iniercbange, inchiding replacemeat of the existing Custer Avenue bridge 

-Minor realignment of east side Frontage Road 

-Lincoln inierchange improvenjents 

-Montana City interchange improvements 

-Connect east side Froatage Road between Montana City and Colonial Drive 

-Widen Cedar Street to five iaites from 1-15 to N. Montana Avenue 

-Broadway underpass for pedesrrian and bicycle use 



Comment : 



Thank you for providing descriptions of corridor background, exisung roadway and 
bridge deficieacies, traffic volume and safety issues (Chapter 1 ). This infonnmon is 
helpfiil for explaining the purpose and need for the project to the public, and providing a 
context for understanding alternative developmenL It is also very helpful To describe and 
provide information on all the pocccitial transportation improvereients that were 
considered (page 2-.S) and evaluated vs. screening crileria_ 

Transit improvemenis (i.e.. identify transit routes, park-and-iide locations) and 
uanapoitation demand mana^ment (TDM) elements (i.e., flex time work schedules, 
carpool incentives, shunle/van pools, etc.. to reduce traSic) wete (lat recommended as 
supporting elemems with the build alternatives. The DEIS, however, does state that 
transit improvements and TDM elements are suppoited and compatible with all 
recommended improvements (Table 2-5). These transit and TDM elements were 
screened out because it was stated that there was iimited use and availability of public 
uansic or TDM programs and little public support for public transit or TDM. 

We note that several of the recommendations shown (page 3-38) for the Greater Helena 
Area 2001 Transportation Development Plan Update are pectiaent co the I-l 5 
transportation issues, and several of these recommendations would promote increased 
utilization and support for transit improvements and TDM. We believe some of these 
recommendations should be supported or considered for inclusion as elements with the 
preferred alternative (e.g., develop aggressive marketing plan for diai-a-ride to increases 
ridership; implement transit service between East Helena and Helena, and between 
Helena and Helena Valley; encourage caipooling and ridesharing within Helena and ftom 
Jeffcrton County; operate Checkpoint from both directions-, expand service hours of dial- 
i-ride). 

We believe it is imponant for the State and Federal highway iransponation agencies to 
show leadership, and be proactive in encouraging increased utilization and suppon for 
imnsir improvements and TDM, rather ihan to simply accept the status quo a^ a situation 
that can not be changed. Public suppon for transit improvements an(3 TDM may increase 
if they ate made more available and are more aggressively marketed and/or promoted. 
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Comment #3 continued 



Also, new highway irterchanges can change land use and the face of the landscape, and 
promote urban spraw] and loss of rural character, and contribute ro the loss of the very 
values people seek in an area.. Road projects of[en result in induced growth effects and 
stimulate increaseqi use of pnvacely owned vehicles and vehicle miles traveled. This in 
turn, leads to increased auto dependency. We believe dements to promote public tnmsii 
and TDM should be included with the prefened alternative in an attempt to help miiigace 
these effects. 

The EPA dees not have objeciioiis to selection of cither of the major alternative packages 
of transportaUon improvements as ihc preferred alteraativc (i.e.. Alternative 1 Or 
Alternative 2). however, it appears to us that Altemaiive I woyld have a reduced level of 
environmental impacts in comparison ID Altemaiive 2. This conclusion is based on ouj 
evaluarjoo and comparison of estimated environmental impacts as disclosed in the DEIS, 
which are itemized and discussed below. 

<> The DEIS states chat die area around Custer Avenue is oirretitly zoned, and that 

AJtemaiive 1 would not cause a change to diis roning (page 5-4), and that induced 
development near the proposed Custer intfrchange would be consistent with the 
current urban area zoning and land use character near Custer Avenue. Th€ area 
around Forestvale, however, is not zoned by cither the City of Helena or Lewis & 
Clark CouDTy, so there may be Jewer conuols on induced growth and development 
associated with Alrcniative 2. Undeveloped land near the Forestvale inteichajvge 
would have a greater likelihood of being developed imhe near term with 
Alternative 2, and ttliS could chan^ the current rural land use character near the 
Forestvale intsrchange tpage 5-5). Also, the new Foiestvale Road would bring 
traffic through an area where there is litde traffic presently, and i new interchange 
at Forestvale may have more influence on the shifting of new land use growth 
(page S-39). 

=£* The DEIS states diac impro-vemeiits associated wirh the proposed new CUster 

Avenue interchange in Alcemative 1 would have no direct effects on surface water 
quality, (page 5-32) whereas ttie proposed Forestvale inrerchange in Altemaiive 2 
could result in direct impacts to wattr quality in Ten Mile Creek, which is listed 
by the Montana DEQ as water quality impaired (i.e.. 303Cd) Listed stream), and 
potential indirect growth induceif effects to Silver Creek (also a> 30^(d) listed 
stream). Potential indirect effects of Allfiraaiive 2 may also include induced 
growth in [he fioodplains of both Tenmile Creek and Silver Creek (page 5-49). 

=^ The DEIS states that direci wetland impacts along with indirect wetland Iossbs as 
arcsult of potential future adjacent inreichang& development could impact 3.8 
acres of wetland habitat near the proposed Custer Avenue interchange 
(Alternative 1), whereas it is estimated that the proposed Forestvale interchange 
(AltCimative 2) could impact 7 acres of overland habitat (Pages 5-37. 5-38). 



=C" There is a higher potential for seismic impacts to the proposed new Forestvale 

interchange {Allernanvc: 2) due to proximity of the Forestvale interchange to Ten 
Mile Creek and Lake Helena (page 5-7). 

■4> The potential for direct jjnpacts to threatened and endangered species and their 
habitat is slightly higjier with Alternative 2 than Alternative 1 due to the greater 
likelihood of bald eagle use near the proposed Forestvale iniHchange location and 
Tenmile Creek and the presence of black-tailed prairie dogs in the north Helena 
Valley (page 5^52), 

<=4> The estimated increase in vehicle miles traveled for Alrcraative ! (13%) is slightly 
Icsslhanfor Alternative 2 (15.5%), and the estimated decrease in vehicle hours 
traveled is slighdy more for Alternative 1 (1 .9%) than for Alternative 2 (].6%). 
This result implies a small potential air quality benefit for AltemativG 1 over 
Alternative 2 (i.e., slightly reduced carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions). 

«0 The direct irapacu to important farmland would be greater with Altemaiive 1 [62 
acres) than with Alternative 2 (23 acres). However, indirect growth and induced 
and accelerated land use change from Alternative 2 may te.nd to increase the 
relative farmland impacts of Alternative 2. Also, A3tema.tivc 2 would directly 
impact 0. 1 acre of prime farmland, whCreas Alternative 1 would have no dir&CI 
impact on prime fannland (page 5-9). 

4. The EPA fiiTly supports the proposed inclusion of pedestriatvljifiycle facilities at ibe nsw 
proposed interchanges and reconstnicied Capitol iitt-erchange, and the Broadway 
underpass. 

5. The EPA has concerns regarding direct and inditect enviiorsmen.ial impacts associated 
with construction of proposed transportation improvements, although it does appear thai 
appropriate mitigation measures are identified to miiigate most of die direci 
environmental impacts of the proposed transportation improvements. 

The indirect impacts, incjyding grow± inducing effects and induced changes in the 
pattern of land use, population density, growth rate, and related effects on air and waiei 
end natural systems, includtag ecosystems, are more difficult to tnitigate. Projects that 
improve traffic flo-v and eliirumie congestion also may iTicrease access to undeveloped 
areas and contribute to induced residential, commercial, and industrial giowiii. in many 
situations, onecanar^ue thai this type of growth is an inevitable, natural progression, 
however, induced residential, commefcial, and indi:sirial growth and increased rates of 
growth can adversely affect water quality, wetlands, ■^'ildlife habiiat loss and 
fragmeniaCion, farm land and other natural resources. As nored above, new highway 
interchanges can change land use and the face of the landscape, and promote -urban 
sprawl and loss of rural character, and contribute to the loss of the very values people 
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seek in an area_ Road projecis often result in induced growth effects and samulaie 
increased use of privarefy owned vehicles and vehicle miles rraveled. ,ThJs in mm, leads 
CO increased auto dependency. This is one reason why we believe elemems lo promote 
public cransn and TDM should be included with the preferred alternative in an aUempt to 
help rnldgaie these effects. 



EPA also fully supporc and encourages loca] government effons to control the location 
of developmeni smA reduc& environmental impacts through die local planning process, by 
means such as stipulaiing in zoaing and land use plans thai developmenx occur in 
.designated growih areas, and incegiaiing and coordiLauiig land, use planiiing with 
ctansportation and environmental plarming and ifcview. EPA encourages utiiiijaiion of 
"smart growth" concepts to miniinize effects of growth and development on the 
environmem and proper planning and design of new infrastmcture (see 
}utp://www.epa.gov/smaTtgrowth/ 1. 

Local govemraeni infrasirucmre costs, including roads, can be significantly reduced by 
smart growth planning concepts. We aie enclosing with these comments a Sman Growth 
Framework document that was prepared for analyzing snaan growth in the conMxr of an I- 
23 improvemeat project near Sc. George, Utah wtjere there were similar concerns about 
indirect and cumulauve effcctj associated with growth and development related to 
transportation improvements- Although local planning decisions are outside the authority 
of State and Federal Hjghway Transponacion Agencies a chapter describing economic, 
social, aad environmental benefits that could be realized ft'ora smart growth planning 
concepcs is being inserted into the 1-15 Souihem Corridor Project EI3 in Utah to 
encourage and promote such ptanning concepts. 

We are pleased to see the discussion of water resources and water quaJiiy mitigation 
measures (pages 5-35, 5-36) indicating ihat BMPs wpuid be jnaplemented and a storni 
warer managemeiit plan developed to reduce and control high-way runoff, sedimentadon 
and pollutant lo^ng. 

Teaimle Creeii and Silver Creek are lisied by the Montana DEQ on the State Gean 

Water Act 303(d) list as not supporting aquatic life and. drinking water beneficial uses 
wiih probable causes identified as arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, rnersls, Other 
habitat aliexations, turbidity, and zinc; and poUudon souices identified, as silvicidture, 
logging road conslructioii and/or maintenance, resource extraction, acid mine drainage, 
and abandoned mining. Stream segments designated as "water quality impaired" and/or 
"threatened" listed on State 303(d) lists require development of a Total Maximum Daily 
LoadCTMDL). ATMDL: 

Idenrifies the maximUm load of a polUmni (e.g„ sedlmenl, nttrrit^m, metal) a waverhody is 
able 10 assimilate: and fully Suppon its desigTiated uses; ailocaies portions of the 
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maximum load ro ail sources; identifies the necessary c^mrols that may be intplemented 
voUtnzarify or through regulatory means; and describes <t moniioring plan and 
associated corrective fee-dhack loop lo insure thai uses are fully suppcrtid; Or can also be 
viewed as, the totalcmouniofpoUuiant that a water body may receive from all sources 
witkoui exceeding Waier Quality Standards (WQS); or may be viewed as. a reduction in 
poUuicaiT loading that results in meeting WQS. 

It is. iraporrani ihai proposed tratssponation improvement activities avoid further 
degradation of impaired waters, and be consistent with TMDLs and associated water 
quality restoration plans to restore water quality and support of beneficial uses. While the 
proposed water quality miTigadOn efforts for the proposed toad improvement project 
(pages 5-35, 5-68, 5-87) appear S^ipropriatE, we beheve it is important to contact the 
Montarta DEQ to ensuie their concurrence that proposed 1-15 improvements will be 
consistent with their TMDL and water quality restoration plan development for these 
impaired waters in the highway corridor (e.g., contact Caro) Mackin of MDEQ in Helena 
at 444-7425). This issue is most relevant if Alternative 2 were selected, since it would 
teswit in potential direct impaccs to Tenmile CiMk and indirect impacts to both Teirniile 
and Silver Creeks. 

We also support the coTiduct of watershed or aquatic habiat rescoralioo activities to 

compensate for past impacts of highways lo aquatic resources, particiilarly in watersheds 
with 303(d) hsied waters where highways may have contributed to aquatic irDpaiirncnts 
through past channelization, riverine or floodplain encroachmenLs. sediincnt delivery 
during coQEnuciion, arid other activities that may have affected channel stability, water 
qualiq/, aquatic habitat, and designated waterbody uses. It would be appropriate for 
MDOT to work with the MDEQ as it develops Tota3 Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 
and associated warer quality restoration plans (e-g.. contact Robert Ray or Jeff Ryan of 
MDHQ at 444-5319 or 444-462 6, respectively). 

It is our understanding that the bridge over Tetunilc Creek would be widened wjih 
Alternative 2. If Alternative 2 is selected it will be important to assure that the bridge 
design accommodate flood flows with no substantial changes to flood elevations, and 
bridge desigas should match hydraulic traits of the natural stream. We also suppon diat 
lb* stated precaution (page 5-47), to talce special care to avoid impacts to riparian 
vegeiatior in the Tenniiie Creek area. 

We note that bedload transport should also be an important design criterion for bridges 
(and culverts) to avoid Sediment deposition above stream crossings or scour below stream 
crossings. We support provision of an adequate span on bridge crossings to minimize 
encroachment apon the river channel, riparian area, and floodpldn- Wc note ttiar size and 
configuration of bridges can be modified to t&due^ floodplain encroachment (e.g., 
construction of bridge^ on pilings, is opposed to fill, can reduce encroachment). Bridges 
or open bottom arch culverts di4t allow natural stream bed substrate and stream grade, 
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and sufficient width and capacity to pass flood flows and bedload transpon with minima] 
encroachment upon [he river channd and riparian area are prefened. Bridges with wide 
spans also afford opporranities for wildlife passage, and reduced wildJife-vehicle 
collisions. We also recoiranejid that all culverts simulate the narural stream ^ade and 
substrate as much as possible- We also support the conduct of bridge consmicrioo work 
duringpcriodsoflowitream flow (page 5-4-8), aiihougliitis our understanding that 
cottscruciion wouid ocmirwiUiotJi iJEpaciing (he sMam channel Cpage 5-45). 

In regard to pemiiis needed for bridge work, the Anny Corps of Engineers. U.£. Fish & 
WildJife Service, EPA, MonranaDept. pfFish, Wildlife and Parks and Montana-Dept. of 
Environmental Quality should aJl be coniacied to assure that proper ainbori7auons aiid 
permits are obiained prior lo constrnctiou Ce.g., 404 pennirs, 3 10 or 124 permiis, sJioil 
[erro turbidity exempdons, etc.,). We suggest contacting Todd Tillinger of the Corps of 
Engineers in-Heleoa at 406-441 -1 375; Jeff Ryan of the MDEQ at 406-444-4626; and 
Scon Jackson of the USFWS in Helena at 406-449-5225, and KriSTine Knutson of EPA at 
406-457-5021. 



We are pleased losee the analysis and disclosure of potential impacts to wetlands 
(starting on p^ge 5-36), We very nmch support proposals to mininuze impacts to 
wetlands, particularly ihe sionn water dciemion ponds north of K.-Mait and the gravel pit 
near ihe proposed Forestvale interchange (page 5-41). 

The goal of wetland mitigation should be to replace the functions and values of lost 
wetlands in weas adjacent to or as close as possible to the area of wetlands Joss. 
EPA/Corps policy has accepted acrc-for-acie FCplacemeut of wetlands as a surrogate for 
replacement of functions and values when there is a lack of definitive information on 
functions and values, although adjustments may be necessary to reflect the expected 
degree of success of mitigation, and provide an adequate margin of safety (i.e., greater 
Uian acre-for-acrc replacemeni is suggested when impacted wetlands have high function 
&. value and likelihood of replacement is low). 

When a preferred altcmarive is idcniiiied in the FEIS, we recommend that a specific 
detailed Wetland Midgatioc Plan be prepared that provides for adequate replacement of 
lost wetland funaions and values. This Plan should be approved by the appropriate 
agencies before implementation of the proposed project. We recommend that the Plan 
contain a statement of goals, a monitoring plan, iong-ierm management/protection 
objectives arjd a commitment to conduct addidonal work, if required, to meet the goals Of 
. the Plan. We also encourage consultation with the Montana Interagency Highway 
Wedands Group for this proposed wetland mitigation project to facilitate iTiteragency 
agreement on the proposed midgaiion plan for replacement of wetland functions and 
values. We encourage inclusion of a surnmaiy of the Wetland Mitigation Plan in the PElS 
(perhaps as an appendix). 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #3 continued 



10. The analysis and disclosure of noise impacts in Chapter 5 is confosing (pages 5^21 to 5- 
2S). We found it difficult to ascenain whedier there is a particular noise in\pact 
advantage for Altemarivc 1 or Alteraarive 2- We suggest that the noJse impacc 
assessment be clarified to more clearly identify relarive noise impacts of the alternatives. 

11. We are pleased to see the discttssion of noxious weed management. EPA supports 
control of noxious weeds, wliieh are a great ttireai lo biodiversity, and can out -compete 
native plants and produce a monoculiure that has little or no plant species diversity or 
benefH to wildlife. Noxious weeds tetid to gain a foothold 'vhere there are ground 
disturbances £«ch as constructioa. We Support plans to revegetate (reseed with native . 
grass mix) disturbed areas. Where no nadve, rapid cover seed source exists, we 
recommerd using a grass mi^cturc that does not include aggressive grasses such as smooth 
brome. thereby allowing native species to evenmally prevail. Mr. Phil Johnson. Botanist, 
Montana Depi, of TranspOtiation. in Helena at 406-444-7657, may be able \o provide 
guidance on revegetation with native grasses. 

12. We recommend ±a[ the Air Quality Section {page 5-19) contain either a statement on the 
primary wind direction for this area or possibly provide a windrose lepresentative of the 
area if one is available. TTiis will assist in providing to the public improved 
understanding of Ihe direction of flowof anyairpollucanis ^nerated by highway 
co-nsmiction or highway vehicle usage. 
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A Framework for Analyzing Smart Growth 
in the Context of the 1-15 Southern Corridor Project in St. George, Utah 

The secondary and ciimulazive impacts of transpoitation projects sucjj as the proposed 
I-I5 Southcrr Corridor consist principally of those envinfiunenial, social and economic changes 
brought about by the development of lands made more accessible by the projeci. While 
development of these lands may wdl occur in any even:, it generally happens in more acceJcraied 
fashion when rtew highways such as the 1-15 Southern Couidoropen access to previously 
inaccessible areas. Induced development ii a component of iranspoitation projects such as thel- 
15 Southern Corridor and consists of devebpnisnt that would noi be oiierwise as likely or as 
desirable absent a new corridor. The environmental, economic, and social impacts of induced 
development have both secoodaiy and cumulative aspects widiin ihe context of the NaEional 
EnvironmentaJ Policy Act (NEPA). 

Accelerated growth - made possible by improved cransponarion and access - quickens 
greatly the buiJd-our of infirasiructuie and the increase in popalatjon over what would otherwise 
occur in an unpliinned, iransport/access-liniiteij scenario. This is especially ihc case in areas 
where growth is already desirable, with or without improved transportation access. The faster 
growth and developmerl occurs, the less opportunity there is to plan for this growth in ways that 
minimize the economic, social, and environmental consequences of rapid, less-planned 
development. 

■ The seco-ndajty and cuiQulative impacts of growth will be qualiiatively similar under a 
business- as -usual {non-smart growth) scenario, with or without the proposed Southern Corridor. 
That is, there wilJ be a variety of predictable environmental, social, and economic impacts as 
land is u-ansfomiEd from present to future uses. These impacts result from development that 
occurs in conformance with current municipal development plans, codes, zoning requicements 
and oiher ordinances, as well as builder and developer practices and preferences. However, the 
impacts of growth and development under a "build" alternative, occurring as a result of improved 
access to hitberto inaccessible areas, will be more amplified and accelerated than under a "no 
build" alternative. 

Communities nationwide are beginning to implemeni plans, principles, financing 
mechanisms, and other policy tools to create a future in which the impacts of business -as-usual 
growth and development are mitigated if not avoided etttirely. This type of growth and 
davelopment is sometimes called "sman growth," or "sustainable devclopTuent," or "new 
community design." It is growth that simultaneously achieves economic prosperity, strong 
neighborhoods and quality of life, and healthy and sustainable ecosystems as the underpinning of 
both economic and social vitality. As an alternative to business-as-usual, this form of growth is 
one that must be designed for, planned, supported, and enecuied with a high degree of 
collaboration among entrepreneurs, ciuzens, and government. A depanure from business-as- 
usual will not likely occur by accident, 

The impacts of business-as-usual and what is called smart growih are significantly 

(Jiffei*^ntfciptl«iTi inEfinaiiy and scale, as well afi magnitude over time. .The consequences of a 



"sman growth" scenario in ihe evaluation of secontiaiy and cumulatiYc impacts within a new 
highway project such as the 1-15 Soiitlierp CDm(ipr are measurably different and allow 
community planners md decision makers an opportunity lo compare wo vsry different scenaiios 
for both types of impacts- 

Principles of a Smart growth SMOario incl^d*: 

4- efficiency in the consumptive use of water and nummiza,tjbn of the qualitative impacts 

of development oq surface and ground waters ; 

+ efficiency, durability, and effecdveness over time of waste waiei and drinking water 

infrastrJCTure 

+ punimisaiion of Ihe impacts of consumptive water use on ecosystems and habitats; 

-i-utilizaticin Of compact neighborhood and building designs together with the integration 
of raided use zoning principles to optinidte both near and long-term irfrasmjcture cosis futilities, 
schools, health care), avoid air quality compliance issues, and redtice the unit costs of public 
service provision (police, fire, refuse. load maintetiAncej; fiscal cost savings to government 
increases the poienlial nei fiscal benefit of growth as efficient goverujuent imposes fewer 
burdens on taxpayers; 

+ protection of habitat and species unique to a bio-region bcili to ensuie compliance with 
applicable laws and to maximize the quality of life and frequcatly the economic value 
represented by the proximily of clivers* natural systems; 

+ CR^on of a range of housing opportunities and choices consisieoi with expected 
demographics of incoming populations, together with waivable fletghborhowis, wMch help create 
a strong sense of place and livability; 

+ piovjsioiiofavarietyof transportation options to fiiture residents and workers to 

mitlifllize the costs of time lost to increased traffic, congestion, and transit, and to anticipate the 
mobility needs of an older avera-e* population (should retirement populations constitute the main 
farm of in-migratEon); 

+ preservation of open space, farmland, natural beamy, archaeological, historical, and 
culniral resources CO maxiiTiize diversity of experiences and enhance quality of life fornew 
res.idents, employeiSj and workers; 

+ maximization Of ecosystem integrity by avoiding fi-agmeniaiion ofcriiiesJ habti^ssnd 
natural systems 

+ efficiency in the use of energy in all buildings and infrastruciuxc using energy efficjeni 
design concepts an"* new technologies based on renewable sowces of energy; Wd 



21 



IINTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mdnlana City to Lincoln Road 



Comment #3 continued 



+ optimization in the useqf maierialsforconsimcEion and iijfrasirucmre development, 
saving on cost fordevelopfirs, purcliasers, and govemmenc. 

Smari Growth Scenmo : 

In a smart growth Scenario, the secondary and cumulative impacis to be evaluated and 
compared with those in a business-as-usua] scenario can be based on some reasonably accepted 
estimate for fticuTcpopiiladongrowrh (j.e, 150,000 new rcsidenis/30,000 new households by 
2030) in the region to be served by the project. These impacts and how they migtii be measured 
include:' 



^ ihe difference in per household water consumption as aresult of using advanced 

water efficient cechnoJogies, landscaping practices, and waier and wastewater 
management principles across all sectors Cresideniial, coinmercial, industrial, 
recreational); the difference can be measured in volumeygallons per bousehold/peison per 
day £is well as the unit cost of service including sapply acquisiticTi, storage, delivery, and 
systera operation and maintenance. 

> the difference in projected infrastructure (wastewater, drirddng water, solid waste 

landfill) size and costs (capital and operation^mainicnance) as a result of land use design, 
tuilding efficiency cliaracterisfics (materials, energy, waier) and landscape features under 
"smart giowth" codes, standards, ordinances, and zoning requirements versus diose 
curreDtly in place in the towns and counties to experience acceJeratcd growth as a 
consequence of the highway. 

•■ the extent to which natural landscape, open spaces and parks, and species habitat 

are fragmented under the "smart growth versus business-as-usual scenarios; this can be 
measured in total and contiguous acres as weil as other indicators $iiggested by resoures 
and land management agencies. 

<- tiie difference in per household energy ccasumpiion as a result of usjjig current 

building and energy codes and standards versus those of programs such as Energy Scar 
Buildings, Leadership in Epergy and Environmental Design, and Partnership for 
Advanced Technology in Housing; the difference can be measured by 1) air quality 
impacts Cemissions] based on cuxient and future utility generation and fuel mix 
peicemages and emission factors for those fuels for ftiose fuels and generaiion 
technologies, or 2) the cost diffeienual per household for energy efficienc design and 
end-use efficiency based on kWh racings of standard vs, more efficient technologies and 
designs. 

•- the extent to which mixed-use zoning is permitted under smart *TOWtli and 

busitiess-as-UEual scenarios; this can te measured in terms of the number and extent of 
aoning niles petmimng versus prohibiting mixed use development as well as acres of 
developable land on which mixed-use zotiing is cither prohibited or permitted; current 
mies can be compared to what might be reasonably expected/possible in the way of 
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mixed-use under a sman irowrh scenario as evidenced by the latest community 
consideration of zoning/code/pUn changes. 

"■ the csctent to which growth or development boundaries aje established and 

maimained within the area expected to be affected hy rhe highway; rhij can he measured 
by the presenct or absence of existing growth boundaries as represented by zones in 
which development is excluded vs. permitted/ami cipated 
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Montajta flegartment at Jrsitsportatl on 

5701 Pnapva A«n\it 

PD Bcu 201001 

Hefena ftfl" 5geai?-ic!0l 



Qg'W.I.Gjlt Ob^ctit 



JutfyhtiTS, GfUVrlUf 



October 7, 2003 



iM^TER RLE 

copy 



John F, Warden 
Direclor 

U.S. Environmcata! Proleccion Agency 

Region B, MontaTia Office 

Fedeiai Buiiding 

10 W«t 13"^ Streel, Suits 3200 

Helena. Mr 5M26 

DcarMr.WatdeSl; 

■niankyou for your conslrucijvc andinsightfijl comments on the Drafl EIS for the 1-15 Corridor 
(Montana City In Lincoln Road}. We also iJiank yoti for clearly dialing your reconimeridaClon for 
a Prufeired AJtemaLjve, After carefully considering all comments received and Ihe analysis 
prcsenled in the Drafl EIS. AKcmati-ve 1 has hcin selected as the Preferred Allcmative. 

W« would like to respond to your commenis in Ihe order presented, in the aHadimenl lu your 
March 27 letler 

1. We Uiank you for this posilive feedback on the background information arovided in (he 
Drafl EIS. 

2. The initial range of supporting ekmrals identified in the TJraft EIS irtcbded both transit 

improvements and Transportation DeraMid Managcmenl (TDM) siraLegics, As noted in 
Chapter 2.0 of ihe DEIS, these op linn.'; were not irurLiided in either -of the haild ahemiitives, 
primarily because they wuiild have done very little to address the existing and prcijectcd 
needs in the conidor and they received minimal public support relative to o±cr proposed 
ijnprovcinenls. 

The Spteific transit system dc5ciciicies included in tlie 20IH Transportation DevcIopm=nt 
Plan Update dial appear on page 3-3& of the DEIS are not improvements Uiat should be 
addressed hy the Montana Departinenl of Transportation. These are issues thai need to be 
solved al the Jogat level or through private investment. Noiicaieless, it is oor belief diac iJiie 
open and ineiiisive public involvemeniprocess we followed for the 1-15 Corridor EIS has 
raised awareness within the community for several importajil issues. mcludLng Ihe 
importance oftransit and TDM- The Preferred Altcmati-ve reduces the likelihood of urban 
sprawl maJdns implcnjcntation of TDM and transit improvements by local jurisdiclions 
more viable. The Final EIS will include a discussion on i^niart growth initiatives in Ihe 
cua:alali>Ae impacts mitigation section that local planning jurisdictions could jmplenient. In 
addition. Section 4-.1 1 of the FHIS provides a discussion on aJteraale modes of travel and 
recommends action by locaJ pl^nmngjurisdictions. 



PlKfit. ({Hi) 444.BSB I 



in fouai Oofniiun.tr i'v'v^ 
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Mr. John F. Warden, LI3EPA 
OetcibEi 7, 2003- 
page 2 of 4 



3, As slated above. AJlemaiive 1 has been selected as: the Proferred Alternative for many 

reawns, mcluding those you cited in your tlioughtful comments, 

4, We have made a concerted eGbrt to address pedestrian and bicycle issues throughout Lhe I- 
15 project corridor. From the very start of our public involvement uclivnies the need for 
iitiprovcd safely and faciiilies for pedcsiriars and bicyclists was raised as a luajor concern 
wilhin the conununiiy. Improved pedeslriar atid bicycle facilities are apart of all new 
interchanges and interchange impru-vements associated with the Preferred Alternalive 
(AUcmative \}. The improvements presented jn the I-iual EIS are compatible wiih the Non- 
MotorizBd Transportation Pkn currently J>emg developed. 

5, Anticipated growJh in the Helena Valley is acknowledged throughout the Dritft EIS as one 
of the major distinguishing features for comparing the two build alicjmatives and the No- 
Actiotl Allemativc. Since Alternative ] (the Prefenred AltematLve) is adjacent to ci[y limits 
and is in a designated Urban Area, it will contribute less 1o urban sprawl. Even undsr the 
Ko-Action scenario, growth is expected to occur iiitbKie areas. Chapter 5.0 of the DEIS 
mcludes a fairly lengthy discussion of Einticipated growlh and poteiiljiil CLmulative impacts. 
This discussion has been SKpandcd for Ibe Pinal EIS to specificaljy reference "smart 
growth" but a separate chapter devoted to this topic will not be included in the docnnieul. 
We consider the expanded discussion to be informative and apprepriale for this particular 
project. TDM measures arc discussed extensively in Section 4.11 and are not precluded by 

- the conslruclion of the Preferred Alternative, However, implementation of the TDM 
measures falls primarily under the jurisdiction of Inxal and regional ptanning agencies. 

6, Thank you for diis comment on water resoiirtes and water quality. We have tried to 
addresE all environmental issues in a complete and responsible manner. 

7, The MoQlana Department of Environmental Qualily has been involved in the development 
of ±e I- J3 Conidor EIS Jhrough participation on the prujecL Interdisciphnaiy Team and 
through meetings and coordination phone calls, Wc received no comments from MDEQ on 
the Draft EIS but will continue to coordinate with them on water quality issues associated 
with this project. With she sekclion of Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative ±ere will 
be no anticipated direct or indirect impacts to either Silver Crcefc or Tenmile Creek or 
floodplains. Any permits required for construction will be coordinated with the appropriate 
jurisdiction, including MDEQ (sioc Section 5.122 of the FEtSj 

8, With the selection of Alternative 1 as the Preferred Altcmative, ihc bridges over Tenmile 
Creek will not be widened or disturbed. Mo further coo rtfi nation is required. Any permits 
required for construction will be coordinaied with the appropriate jurisdiction, mciuding 
MDEQ [see Section 5.3.22 of the FEIS). If Alternative 2 is selected in the ROD as the 
alternative to cojisinrct, then the issues you mention related to bridge design will need to be 
considered in the final design. 

9, FHWA and MDT are fully conuBilted to avoiding and mininiiziiig impacts to wetlands and 
to the sdequate iqalacemeat of lost wetland functions and values resulting from this project 
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Response to Comment #3 (continued) 



Mr. Ja]\a F. Wari^eJl, USEPA. 

October 7.2003 
page 3 of 4 



At this time, individual corridor impTOVEments have not been pnontized for construction so 
the timing of wetland mitigation needs is utirieiemiincd. In addition, MDT is curTe.ntly 
invofved in a cooMJnated muki-agency planning effort lo identify mitigation reserves in tiie 
Helena Valley. Therefore, we believe tlie appropnatc tirtie to devt;lap a Wetland Mitigation 
Piatl for the 1-15 Camdor projecl wi|[ be sometime following tlie completion of the Final 
EIS. l^-nvironmyntai impacts were reevaluated to account for changes made in the 
coricepTcal design of the P£IS Preferred Alleraative. WelJatid impacts have been reduced 
to 1 .2 acres with none idenlificd as Corps jurisdictional. Upon final design, MDT will 
coordinate with appropriate agencies mcluding the Montana Interagency Highway 
Wetlands Group. 

10. The Noise Impact Assessment section of the DEIS (Section 5.10) has been reorganized and 
rewritten for the FEIS, 

1 1 . Thfink you for the positive feedback on the noxious weed discussion included in the Draft 
EIS MDT's botanist has provided addrtionaJ clarifying language for die Fmal BIS 
concerning mitigation plantings. 

12. No windrose data exists for this study area by information on wind direction has been 
added to the Air Quality discussion in tlie FEIS. 

:3, Regarding statements made in Comment U2 and other places in your comment letter, we 
would like to clarify our understandi:ig and position regarding transportation effects 'to 
growfli. Many things bave to fall into place before an area will grow, and from our 
experience in Montana, it is not the road that causes the growth; rather it i5 often the odier 
way around. There arc several examples where interchanges have not resulted in additional 
growth, otlier than tlic improved road or access. 

The factors we understand to be required for growth include a strong economic base 
interest rates, the price of gas, availability and price of bmlding supplies, new industry or 
services, availability of housing, and persomtl preferences. There is a very ramplex set of 
conditions that can lead to growth or its absence, and there is no cfear way to ab.<!oiutely say 
that growth inevitably follows from a new interchange. We believe this project is different 
from the St. George example cited in your letter since our aUematives are not proposing 
access to "maccesiiible areas." We fufly considered such impacts and coiiciuded that there 
will not be additional development m the area as & whole, but that (here may be some 
redirection of growth. Also, with no interstate access between Cedar and Lincoln Road, the 
Helena Valley area has grown quite rapidly, so again, it isn't the interchanges diat are 
causing the growth 
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Response to Comment #3 (continued) 



Mr. Johfl t. Warden. USEPA 

October?, 2003 
page 4 uf 4 



We anticipated the release uf the Final Environntcnlal Impact Statcmert in early November. I 
hcjpe yon will find that your comments Lave been addressed to you satisfaciipn. K" you have any 
questions about our environmental docnraentation or programs, please call rac ai your 
convenience, 



Sincerely, 




Tom S. Martin, P.E. 
Cotisuflant Design Engineer 

TSM : mj s:ep a_deiscommentrep ly i 

Enclosures 

copies: Mick Johnson, P E. - ^fDT Great Falls District Administrator 

David M. Hill, Chief, Enviromnenlal Services Dureau 

Carl S- Peil, P.E., Prcconstniction Engineer 

FilWA 

yTom Martm. P,E. -MDT Consultant Design Engineer 
Prcconstruction File 



w/ attachment 
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Comment #4: David Leitheiser 



Comment #4 continued 



Studt, Mark 



From: 
Sent; 
To: 
Subject: 



Ebert, Jeff 

Friday, February 14, 2003 4:44 PM 

Leitheiser, David; Studt, Mark; 'Gambrlll, Kim M.' 

RE: Capitol Interchange - Helena 



Dave, 

I am forwarding this e-mail to Marl< Studt and Kim Gatnbrili. IVlarl< is MDT's. consuitant design contact 
and Kim is the project manager for Carter-Burgess, the consuitant doing the EiS. They wiii make 
sure your comments are inciuded. 

Jeff 



As a memberof the driving public ( have a comment, i use the Capitol Interchange daily coming in from to the 
south, from Clancy, Tlie interchange is precarious whettier I am trying to go east or west, more so when 
going east towards IWDT headquarters. You can not tell which lane the traffic you're trying to merge with is in 
and cars stop in the merge lane to wait to get over to the Wal-lulsrt turn bay, I have heard that modifications 
are in the planning or design stage. Is this true? I vote for fixing it ASAP, 

Thanks, 

David A. Leitheiser 
(406) 444-7225 
dleillieiser@state.inl, us 



Response to Comment #4 



Onginal Message 

From; Lilttielser, David 

Sent; Friday, FebfLarv 11, 2003 3:59 PM 

To: Ebert, Jeff 

Sulijact: RE: Capitol interdiarge - Helena 

Thanks Jeff, 

Haw da I gel these comments included? 

Dave 



— Orglral Message 

From: Eliert, Jeff 

Sent: Friflay, February J1, 2003 3:10 PM 

To: Leitheiser, David 

Cc: Jdhrson, Mick; Giard.Jasori 

Subject: RE: Caoital Irtercliange - Helena 



Dave, 

Thanks for your comment. The 1-1 5 Draft EIS that is now out for comment addresses your 
concerns with respect to the Capitol Interchange. The DEIS describes short term and long 
term improvements to the Interchange that will be presented for comment at a public hearing 
on March 11th. Once the DEIS has been presented and all the public comment is addressed, 
a Final EIS and ultimately a Record of Decision will be issued. The FEIS and ROD will drive 
what improvements wili be implemented. 

Two alternatives are being studied and both alternatives include improvements to the Capitol 
Interchange. The Great Falls District will be nominating and developing the projects that are 
Lewis and Clark County whereas, we will take care of any projects that are in Jefferson County 
that are listed as part of the FEIS and ROD. Until that EIS process is complete we can't do 
any improvements other than n^utine maintenance through the limits of the study area which 
begins near the Montana City Interchange and extends north to the Lincoln Interchange. 

Jeff 

Original Message 

From: Leitheiser, David 

Sent: Friday, February 14, 2003 12:-!6 PM 

To: Ebert, Jeff 

Cc: Leittieser, David 

Subject: Capitol Irterchange- Helena 

Jeff, 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your comments on the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 
Major improvements to the Capitol interchange are included in 
Alternative 1 which has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in 
the FEIS. At this point, no schedule has been set for designing or 
implementing the improvements at the Capitol interchange. 
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Comment #5: Bruce A. Duenkler 



Response to Comment #5 



February 22, 2003 



Mark Studt, PE 

Project Manager 

Montana Dept of Transportation 

2710 Prospect Ave 

Helena MT 59601 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your comments on the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 (Custer Avenue interchange, South Helena interchange, 
and improvements at Capitol interchange) has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative in the FEIS tor many reasons, including those you 
listed. 



RE: [-15 Corridor 



Dear Mr. Studt 



In view of the way Helena has developed in recent years, it seems to me ttiat it 
shouJd be self evident that an interchange is needed at Custer Avenue forUie 
following reasons; 

1 . The current overpass is extremely narrow and dangerous 

2. Better and safer access to the continuously expanding commercial 
development of the area 

3. Provide access to ttie east, west and north valley areas via Custer. 
Canyon Ferry, York and Frontage roads 

If an additional Interchange is to be built I would advocate ttie south Helena area. 

In any case additional improvements to relieve congestion on Fee Street wouJd 
be needed at the Capitol interchange. 

Respectfully submitted. 



M<.^^ ^ iSu.j^&-j^ 



Bruce A Duenkler 
2728 Belt View Dr 
Helena MT 59601 



26 




Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #6: Dave Cole 



Response to Comment #6 



Studt, Mark 



From: 
Sflnt 
To; 
Subject: 



Cole. Dave 

Wednesday, Marcti 05, 2003 3:21 PM 

Sfudt, Mark 

I- 15 DEIS 



My understanding is that MDT itself concluded that the Forestvale interchange wasn't going to accompiish 
much in terms of traffic management, relative to its cost, and that's wliy tfiey questioned the location 
themselves, originaiiy. (Page 1-5: "However, additional traffic engineering studies that were compieted during 
this same time period [1997] raised questions about the overall effectiveness of the new interchange in 
improving traffic congestion in the North Vailey, particularly along N. Montana Avenue and at the Capitol 
interchange." Also, a Forestvale interchange would put tremendous development pressure on a relatively 
undeveloped area of agricultural land with known problems due to sheet flooding from Ten Mile Creek and 
high groundwater. 

In contrast, a Custer interchange wouSd pra\flde access to and encourage devefopmerti in an area immediately 
adjacent to the city and existing growth. It would improve access to and from the southeast Helena Valley 
Transitional Growth Area that the new Lewis & Clark County Growth Policy has already identified for more 
growth. It would substantiaiiy improve access for recrealionists traveling to Mauser and Canyon Ferry 
reservoirs, particularly for those coming into the valley on I -15 from the north or south. It would also improve 
access to the Helena National Forest on the east side of the Missouri via York Road and York Bridge and via 
Canyon Ferry Road and across Canyon Ferry Dam. To me, if the choice is one or the oiher, the broader public 
benefit, short-term and long-term, is served by building a new interchange at Custer. I think that alternative is 
also more consistent with the vision for valley growth and development reflected in the county growth policy. 



Cole. Dave Properties 



The Federal Highway Admitiistratioti and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your comments on the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS, 

Alternative 1, which mcludes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS tor many reasons, including those 
you listed. 



Gaieral Drgaiiz^nj Phons/Noles ! WerriierOr| E '[11811 Addresses j 



-Name — 
First: 




Last: 

Aliu: 




1 <HM Inrlals: 1 

jCola, Dave 


|cde 


1 CC51 H 



Addr«u: 

Qt^i jh 

state: |" 

ZjDMds: I 

Country: I 



Tide: I 

CoQpany: \DOC: 

Department; |CDEV 



Office; j 301 S.Park 

ftssislant! [^ 
Phone: I e41-Z776 



Personal Aridresi Bnak 



Atpfci 
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Comment #7 : Sue Hoell 



Response to Comment #7 



Studt, Mark 



From: MacDonald, Tracey S. [MacDonafdTS@c-b.corn] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 12. 2003 1 :13 PM 
To: Mark Sludt (E-mail); Gambrlll, Kim M.; Bell, Diara L, 

Subject: FW: [-15 corridor DEIS-comment 

FYI 

I will have IhiS added to our comment tracking for the DEIS. 

Tracey 

Original Message 

From; Sue Moell [mailto:s,hoell@attbi,com] 
Sent: Saturday, March 08, 2003 4:48 PM 
To: MacDonald, Tracey S. 
Subject: 1-15 corridor DEIS-comrrent 

Irevlevyed the DEIS on the Internet and wish to commend the writer on doing anexcelentjobon a complex 
ai^ignment. 

I live and work In Helena and use 1-15 regularly, I'm a local real estate appraiser familiar witli some of the 
properties that would be affected by Alternative 1 or Alternalive2. I have no personal interest in any of those 
properties, but prefer Alternative 2 [Forestvale) tiecause of the Inconvenience of access to and from properties 
between Cedar and Lincoln Road, Custer is near enough to Cedar that the area Is already easily accessed. The 
Custer area is less likely to be benefited by a new access considering the ewsting airport, waste water treatment 
plant, and other industrial uses already accessed from both Highway 12 and various other county roads. Ifs my 
impression that the Forestvale alternative would have a greater benefit associated with existing and future 
residential and commercial development. The Ten-mile Creek corridor in that location would make a great public 
hiking and biking trail if access to the corridor was enhanced and if negotiations with the land owner could include 
grenting oi the con-idor 89 9 public ihlkitig-bliclng b^tl, 

Thank-you for the opportunity to comm&nl. 

Sue Hoell 

Certified General Real Eslate Appraiser 

Helena 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your positive comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor EIS process and your suggestions for other needed 
improvements in the study area. 

After very careful consideration of both build alternatives and the No- 
Action Alternative, Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the FEIS for several reasons. These include the proximity 
of the Custer interchange to city infrastructure and existing growth, fewer 
environmental impacts, and greater east-west connectivity to growth 
areas. 
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Comment #8 : CT Canterbury 



Comment #8 continued 



Studt, Mark 



From: C T Canlerbury [chick@mt.net] 
Sent; Monday, March 10, 2003 10:18 AM 
To: m stud t@ state, mt. us 

Subject: Public Comment: 1-15 Corridor EIS 

Dear Mr. Sttidl: 

As a citizen and member of the Helena/Lewis and Clark Court/ Planning Board, I am writing to support the 
Custer Interchange Alternative (Alternative 1 ) based on the 1-15 Corridor EIS as referenced below. 

TTie MDT concluded that the Forestvale interchange wasn't going to accomplisti much in terms of traffic 
management, relative to its cost, and that's why they questlored ttie location themselves, originally. Also, a 
Forestvale interchange would put tremendojs development pressure on a relatively undeveloped area of 
agricultural land with known problems due to sheet flooding from Ten Mile Creeicand high groundwater. The 
Forestvale site is also located well beyond existing and future planned infrastnjcture utilities. 

In contrast, a Custer Interchange would provide access to and encourage development in Bn area immediately 
adjacent to the city and existing growth. It would improve access to and from the southeast Helena Valley 
transitional growth area that the County has already identified for more growth. It would substantially improve 
access for recreatJonists traveling to Hauser and Canyon Ferry reservoirs, particulariy for tfiose coming into the 
valley on I -15 from the north or south. It would also improve access to the Helena National Forest on the east 
side of the Missouri via York Road and York Bridge and via Canyon Ferry Road and across Canyon Ferry Dam. 
To me, the broader public benefit, short-term and long-term, is served by building a new interchange at Custer. I 
think thai alternative is also more consistent wWi ttie vision for valley growth and development reflected in the 
growth policy. 

Thanks for your consideration. Listed below are applicable citations from the 1-15 EIS StU()y: 

"By early 1996 final planning and design activities were underway to support construction of the 
Forestvale interchange beginning in 1997. However, additional traffic engineering studies that wera 
completed during this same time period raised questions about the overall effectiveness of the new 
interchange in improving traffic congestion in the North Valley, particularly along N. IVIontana Avenue and 
at the Capitol intereliange," (i-15 EiSr 1 ,3 Corridor Background) 

"The Forestvale Road interchange may contribute to a greater cumulative effect of impacts to converted 
lard and ecological resources (Including groundwater availability, 10 0-year floodpla in, wetlands, and 
irrigated hay and grazing land serving as habitat) since it may conUibute to more undeveloped land being 
developed. The Custer Avenue interchange may promote the Infill or redevelopment of land already 
disturbed that is closer to the core urban areas. Additionally, current infrastructure may better support 
the Custer Avenue and South tielena interchanges, while a Forestvale Road interchange may require 
more physical and fiscal resources to expand the necessary utility, sanitation, and water systems," (I-1& 
EIS 5,26,3,1 Land Use (Growth) Impacts) 

"If Alternative 1 is selected asthePreferredAlternaCive, it is possible that any anticipated growth could be 
located between or adjacent to the proposed Custer and South tielena interchanges. Due to the physical 
extent of Alternative 1 , this alternative could effectively concentrate more future development in and 
around the areas of existing infrastructure, therefore lessening the burden on surrounding groundwater 
resources as a sole water source. The alternative is mora compatible with the goal of focusing utility 
growth to the southeastern developing areas (as stated in the iielena Water Supply 2010 Plan), and 
reservoir improvements (associated with City of Helena FY2OO0 Phase 1 Water Supply Improvemertts) 
that Have recently been constructed to ccommodata anticipated grovirth in the southern interchange area. 
Based on city and county plans, Alternative 1, located in an Urban area, encourages future anticipated 
development to exemplify mpr? gf $n "infill" approach as opposed to a "dispersed" approach that could 



result from s more northern Interchange, such as tiie Foresh^ale Road interchange proposed in 
Alternative 2, located in a Transition Area.". (1-15 EIS 5,26,3.2 Water Qjality/Resources Impacts) 

"Though difficult to assess, it is likely that a positive cumulative impact of Alternativa 1 could be that less 
undisturbed land would be converted to development compared to Alternative 2, due to tJis fact that there 
is less natural, open land witliin the extent of this Alternative, and infill development would he more liltely 
to occur. Collectively, the effects of less land conversion could also result in less new impervious 
surface area; therefore, reducing runoff and adverse cumulative impacts to surface water resources, and 
associated aquatic habitat. Although some of the anticipated growth undoubtedly could shift north of the 
extent of AHernallve 1 , it is more likely that future grovrth and development would remain more 
centralized around the proposed transportation i m prove m ants." (1-15 EIS 5,26,3,2 Water QualHy/Resources 
Impacts) 

'Though difficult to assess, the aforementioned cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 2 Impact 
future sustainability in the quality and quajitity of groundwater to a greater degree than Alternative 1 . 
Northerly growth shifts potentially associated with Alternative 2 could result in "leapfrog" development, 
or development beyond existing and future planned infrastructure utilities. Development in these areas 
will rely on wells and septic systems, which could have an increased impact on groundwater. However, 
some limitations to development north of Forestvale Road occur with the North Hills Temporary 
Controlled Groundwater Area, In addition, the cumulative impacts of increased impervious surface area In 
the northern portlor> of Che study area would have more of an adverse impact upon surface water 
resources such as Tenmile Creek, located near the proposed Forestvale Road intersection. Cumulative 
impacts resulting from surface water degradation (as summarized above) could affect t)olh aquatic and 
non-aquatic wildlife and habitat." (1-15 EIS 5.25.3.2 Water QuaHty/Resources Impacts) 



Response to Comment #8 

The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thorough review of the 1-1 5 Corridor 
DEIS and your thoughtful comments. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS for many reasons, including those 
you listed. 
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Comment #9: Mark M. Mackin 



Comment #9 continued 



Studt. Mark 



From; 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 



MARK M MACKIN |nriarriscKin@juna.Gom] 

Tuesday. March 11,2003 3:16 PM 

m slu d l-@stat e. mi , u s 

1-15 corridor study: Draft EIS out 



though it seems pricey, it will be less expensive Ee do it aow Instead of 
later. 



sincerely. 



Mark Mackin 

4286 Hart L,ane, Helena MT 59602 

ph: 4,06-227-5237 
"Preedoui is not the x-ight to live as we please, but tiie right Co find 

we ought tp liv^ in order to fullfill our pot:entiaL." Ralpii Halda 
Erne rg on 



Mark Mackin 

4206 Hart Lane, Helena PIT 536D2 

ph: 405-227-52^7 



Dear Mr Stiudt:, 

r am responding ho tlie 1-15 corridor BIS . 
into tliH record . 



ncorporate tny conunenta 



The do natbing alternative is unacceptable . We liave obviouB traffic 

bottlensek, SS.fety problemSr and Bast-West access iasues that need to be 
addressed . 

I Strongly prefer the Custer alternative. 

The preserLtation of the alter-natlves sets up a false esase of choice in 

the elttier/or sezise . Tthe real cti-oice is ttie order in wtiicli all or most 
ot tliese projects wi 11 be done . Not doing the Ciaster improvementa la 
not a realistic option. Mot doing Forestvale is a realistic option at; 
bhe present time. 

At first, the Forestvale alternatii.'-e eeems raach less expensive on on 
itg face - But even though. the price Cag tor Ciifiter ia higher, all th&as 
higher coat iraprovernents atill inuat be built in the near future. So we 
won't he ahle to avoid, the expense of the Custer alternative by chQcsing 
the Foreatvale alternative. We will just avoid addressing those Issues 
while they become mcjre difficult and expensive as that area develops. 

In effect, going with Forestvale meaas doing Farestvale, and Custer, and 

all the other projects poorly because state and local resources will be 
spread out among them. Going with Forestvale at this time meana 
spreading development piecemeaT all ovei:' Che valley and having inadequate 
inf raetructu^re everywhere . 

Goin0 with Custer means concentrating public resources where the need is 
most urgent and growing. Forestvale can be delayed without causing 
serious prchilems, but Custer cannot . 

The Custer alternative serves the dea Lgnated development area chosen by 
the county in its recent land use planning review and growth policy. 
Thid is the area we have agreed to develop intensively and ou^^ht to 
develop; and that la inhere public resources ahould be concentrated . 

There is public acceptance far development in the Custer area . 
Development in the Forestvale area at this time may repeat the earlier 
hostilities, and further delay much needed irtiprovementB . 

The total costs of either alternative are beyond "Che imraediate budget for 
the district . This means an incremental, one proj ect every couple years, 
approach in any event . Current conimercis 1 develdpraent in the Custer and. 
Montana and Washington Avenue vicinity and the traffic it dravjs Tnxiat be 
accomodated by the improvements outlined i^i ttie Cwster alCetjiative . Even 



Response to Comment #9 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

The considerations in prioritizing corridor improvements are discussed 
in Section 2.1 1 of the Final EIS. Final decisions will be made by MDT 
and the Montana Transportation Commission following the Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment #10: Kathleen D. Gerl 



Response to Comment #10 



y\AMA^i', ippj- 



I would like to preface my cominents with an obsen^ion: it was a tactical coup to package the 
South Hills Exchange with Alternative I and 2. In doing so it eliminated the discussion about 
the merits of the South Helena Eitchange in relationship to the Custer Street and the Forestvale 
Exclianges. In my opinion the Custer and Forestvale exchanges would address real, 
longstanding needs whereas the South Helena Exchange addresses a want (the city would like to 
add to its tax base) and a possible need (emergency services) which is already being addressed 
by the modifications to the Capitol exchange. 

More to the point, in building tbc South Hills exchange the inQux of traffic into the residential 
South Hills and Broadway area streets will result in a degradation of the neighborhoods. Of 
specific concern to me is the &ct that students of Smith School, most of whom five souLhof 
Broadway, and the students at the First Lutheran school will now have to cross two major 
mto'state arteries (Broad'way and Winne) when they walk to school. 

My husband and I chose to live within the city limits because wc wanted oiu' children to he able 
to walk to school. We prefened the convenience of city life, despite (he cost of city services, to 
coimtiy life and the commuting it necessitates. Unfortunately, those neighborhood streets, which 
we helped pay for, are now being viewed as thoroughfares for oul-of-city and oul-of-county 
residoils who want a quicker commute to work and to the hospital The resulting degradatbn (o 
our neighborhood would be easier to accept if all it meant was a loss in propeitj- volue. What I 
refiise to accept is the loss of neighborhood identity and safely whereby our grandchildren, who 
also five on Red LeLter Sticet, will not be able to safely walk to school. 

Several unsiicccssfiil attempts have been made to secure neighborhood qiproval to put in 
sidewalks along California. Those students living between California and Montana Avenue also 
have DO sidewalkstouscinwalking to school. As a result children ride or bike in the street. I no 
longer see the sidewalk and the bike path issues as simply neighborhood issues. Since the South 
Hills exchange is bcii^ put in to accommodate the liie style of commuters fi'om the Helena 
Valley and Montana City, Lewis and Clark and Jefferson counties, I feel that those users should 
be required lt> help pay for these SID'soUt of respect for our city neighborhood life style. 

While attending the Draft Environmental Impact Meeting at the Colonial on March 1 1, 1 was 
informed that while the DEIS acknowledges the problems created by the new exchange it is the 
responsibility of city ofRcials to remedi^e them. 1 will be glad to be a part of city efforts to 
create a safe wralkway for neighborhood children; however, I feel that if the DEIS were to 
speciGcally mention the problems created to Smith School and to the First Lutheran Church 
school, our eflbrts would meet with more immediate success. 

Being more global, I would have to say that nrather the South Hills exchai^c, the Capitol 
Exchange improvements, nor the Forestvale Exchat^e would be of positive benefit to either my 
husband or to me in our travel to and from work. With the increased traffic m our residential 
neighborhoods, I would expect that it will take longer. The Custer Street exchange, however, 
wouldbeofbenefitfortravclingto workand to shopping. I would like to think that with all the 
money that wilt be spend on 1-15 thai there will be some benefit for the current citizens of 
Helena. 






The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your comments on the 1-1 5 Corridor Draft 
EIS. The South Helena interchange was included in both build 
alternatives because it was identified as an essential part of the overall 
corridor improvements needed to address existing and future problems 
in the corridor. Chapter 2.0 of the Draft and Final EIS describes the 
process followed to reach this conclusion. 

The DFIS compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes {increases and decreases) on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5 to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. These studies indicate that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also indicate that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. The South Helena interchange 
connection was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the 
west side Frontage Road/Colonial Drive in order to serve the growing 
employment base in the hospital area. 

The new interchange at Custer Avenue is included in Alternative 1 
which has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment #11: Don & Nadine Copley 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Name: a:^V^ ^ ^f^^ig^b^,^.^^ ^ 
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'A^ 



Address: y^^. ^^^u^:Z^::C^ 



Phone: ^^ j_ . ^^^p 



e-mail: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C ^yDncL'mBnl&^cbLCanidaranid^CDi 



Response to Comment #11 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The DEIS compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Altei'native. The potential 
traffic volume changes (increases and decreases} on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5 to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. These studies indicate that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also indicate that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. The South Helena interchange 
connection was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the 
west side Ei'ontage Road/Colonial Drive in oi'der to serve the growing 
employment base in the hospital area. 
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Comment #12: Constance M. Cole 



Comment #12 continued 



March 12,2003 



Mr.MarkStudt, P.E. 

Project M^mager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

ZTOl Prospect Ave. 

Helena, MT 59601 

RE : Comments on M 5 DEIS 

Dear Mr. Studt: 

The statemenl of purpose and need outlines the safety and capacity improvements in the project 
section of Interstate 15. The need for improvementa reflect that increases in population and 
changes in land use patterns in the Helena valley have increased traffic volumes on Interstate 15, 
on the mlerchanges and ramps serving I-l 5, and on the east-west highways crossing over or under 
the interstate. Increased tratilic has decreased the operating efficiency of the interstate, the 
interchanges and east-west roadways. The accident rate for the corridor is above average, 
particularly m the vicinity of the existing interchanges when traffic entering the Interstate has to 
merge with oncoming, jaster llirough trafiic. 1-15 has also become s. barrier to non-motorized 
e&st-west tn»vei arni a limit to motoriiied -travel. 

None of the cor«:ems listed ahove would be addressed by constraction. of the Forestvale 
Interchange, The proposed location would not provide increased linkages for east-west traffic, 
connecting only traffic between North Montana Ave. on the west and the Frontage Road on the 
east. The Forestvale interchange would not respond to the desire for increased opportunities few 
non^motorizcd travel. Wliile an Interchange in this locatiuo would physically convey pedestrians 
across the interstate it would provide few residents with an opportunity to walk or ride flieir bikes 
to work. 

Construction of an interchange at Forestvale would not provide additional capacity for tiavclers 
to access the Missouri Kiver corridor or national forest lands east of Helena and the many 
recreational sites associated with these resources. The number of resident and nonresident 
recreational days associated with fishing and boating opportunities on. the river and its associated 
reservoirs continues to rise. An interchange at this location would add no additional capacity to 
reach recreational sites on "National Forest lands in the Big Belts or Elfchoms. A Forestvale 
Interchange would be of bttk service to travelers approaching Helena from the north or south to 
reach Lakeside, York or Townsend recreadoaal sites. 

Construction of an interchange at Forestvale would have numerous adverse environmental and 
human consequences. The ripariaji areas along the 10 Mile stream comdor provide high qoaiity 
seasonal habitat for a number of terrestrial and avian wildlife spet:ies, including ^uch walchable 
wildlife as whitctail deer, haw^ks, coyote, and fox. The former borrow site south of the J_.ittle Red 
Sclioolhou.se and areas adjacent to the 10 Mile watershed provide important seasonal wetland 
resources. Construction of an interchange m this location would adversely impact existing 
wildlife habitat, including the use of agricultural lands. Locating a high volume interstate 
interchange immediately adjacent to an elementary school would increase noise levels and the 
potential for vehicle/pedestrian collision. 



Construction of a Forestvak iaterohatige will do little to improve capacity for existing Imffic 
volumes and little to accommodate anticipated future inereasefi. It would offer little improvement 
of east-west traffic crossing the intttstate, particularly for non-molorized and recreational uses. 

For the reasons stated above I request that construction of an interchange at Foreslvale is not 
chosen as the Preferred Alternative. Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for 
consideration of my concerns, 

Sineereiy^ 



Constance M, Cole 
6040 Ferry Dr. 
Helena, Mr 59602 



Response to Comment #12 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor 
project and your thorough discussion of the Forestvale interchange 
location. 

Alternative 1, which includes a new interchange at Custer Avenue, has 
been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FFIS for many reasons, 
including those you listed. 
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Comment #13: Ms. Stevens 



Response to Comment #13 



Studt, Mark 



From; 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 



Peil, Carl 

Wediesday, Mardi 12, 2003 8:32 AM 

Studt, Mark; Johnggn, Miok 

l-t5 Corridor EIS 



I received a cail this morning from a Ms, Stevens (Sp?) of t^eiona regarding the 1 15 EIS. She was ungbie to attend ttie 
iiearirg last nigtit and wsrl to add her impul. Her input was tliat ttie major problem in Helena is the railroad crossing on 
Nortti Montans Avenue and tliat an underpass should be built ttiere first before any decisioi is made on locsUons of new 
interchanges on the Interstate. Logic was thai traffic patterns are adversely affected due to anticipation of ttie railroad 
crossing being blocked. I expiairied briefly our funding sources aid the coordination process thai exJsts with tlie Stale, 
County and Cit/ over priorilies of projects. 

Carl S. Peil 

Preconatmction Engineer 
444-6242 
CPeil@fital&.ni!.us 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Improvements along N. Montana Avenue were given serious 
consideration early in the process but were determined to be outside the 
purpose and need for this project. This issue is discussed in Chapter 2.0 
of the DEIS and the FEIS. 
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Comment #14: Karen D. Burk 



Response to Comment #14 



33/12/2003 10:22 4254425917 



3-12-03 






COMMENT SHEET 

I am writing regarding my concerns about the 1-15 Corridor plans. 

I agree Custer would be a good place for an interchange. I can not spealc 
about the Forestvale interchange because I raiely am in that area, 

I feci plans should be started on the Capitol interchange now. It is not safe 
and I think the plans the groups involved have come up with are good and I 
thank you all, 

I do not agree with the Montana City frontage road plan at all, I live on 
Broadway and for years we have tried to work with planners to keep more 
traffic away from our homes. The cars from Montana City using the 
frontage road would use Broadway to the Capitol or Downtown. No other 
street in our area was even suggested. 

Today, I can hardly get out of my driveway, Cars going east or west will not 
give an inch to allow me to enter the flow. I know that is not your fault but 
more traffic is not acceptable. 

One of the ladies that spoke at the Colonial meeting 3- 1 1 -03 suggested the 
frontage roadbe on the east side of 1-15. I would go along with this thought. 
The Montana City traffic could use the suggested loop that would take 
trafEc to Colonial Drive or Lambom if they are going to the Capitol or 
Downtown and not come down Broadway. 

Please consider her idea. This area hasjust started to develop. You could be 
in the plans and protect the home owners! 

PLEASE HELP US ON BROADWAY WITH THE TRAFFIC! 



Karen D. Burk 
2001 Broadway 
Helena MT 59601 
406 442-6904 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Improvements to the Capitol interchange are included in Alternative 1 
which has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

The DEIS compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes {increases and decreases} on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5 to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. These studies indicate that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also indicate that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. The South Helena interchange 
connection was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the 
west side Erontage Road/Colonial Drive in order to serve the growing 
employment base in the hospital area. 



Xfi^:.^^^'-^ 
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Comment #15: Alan Gilda 



March 24, 2003 

Dear Mark Studt 

Thank you for keeping us posted on the pffogress of the I- 1 5 study, I can see &ora the numerotis 
oewspapier articles that there is going to be a lot of politics to deal witii and wade through. It is 
also very evident that the "big money people'\ the developers, and those who think they can 
make millions on the deal will be weighing in very heavily. Unfortunately I am one of the 
majority of nobodies, the majority of those in this area that don't have anything to gain 
financially by either of the alternatives. Yes, one or the other will make our life easier, the other 
could make it harder. ..but that is what you are commissioned to find out and then choose the 
overall best that would benefit the most. 

Aiter reading the articles in the paper and talking to a few of my neighbors, I would like to 
weigh in with my support for Alternative 1 - the Custer Ave. interchange. As much as I would 
like to see an interchange at Foreslvale, I have to say that an interchange at Custer makes a lot 
more sense than oneatForestvale, The most evident reason to support a Custer interchange is 
that it wall serve a lot more people than just the small area around Foreslvale. The Custer 
mtcTchange will not only serve us in the Valley, but also the large group of people who come 
ftom York and North East Helena. 

The one ne^rtive comment on the Custer interchange is that the on and off ramps need some 
more work, especially dealing with the frontage road north, I would like to ask you to try to 
figure out a way so that it flows more naturally and so that there won't need to be 3 or 4 lights in 
a Va mile distance. Idea, relocate the road in front of the airport so it comes out wiiere the north 
ftontage road does. But, it had better be done or noted before the developers start [heir building 
projects there. 

In closing, I want to say thai 1 support the Custer Ave. interchange because it \vi\\ service a lot 
more people and it is much more practical at this point and into the future than the Foreslvale 
interchange. Also, once Montana Ave. is widened out and the City of Helena hires a competent 
person who knows how to time lights for traffic flown and not traffic congestion and pollution, a 
lot of our Montana Ave. issues will immediately go aw^y. 

Thank you, 



Response to Comment #15 



Alan (jilda. Mining Engineer 
1365 Van OrsdelRd. 
Helena, Ml. 59602 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

The current plan would result in five signals in the one mile between N. 
Montana Avenue and Washington Street, with signals at those two 
locations plus proposed Sanders Street, 1-15 west side ramps, and 1-15 
east side ramps. Widening of Custer will also be incorporated with the 
interchange in order to provide appropriate turn lanes at intersections. 
The amount of signals is normal in an urban condition, and will operate 
well when combined with the proper roadway laneage and turn lanes. 
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Comment #16: Jack Kendley 

VAP, :'6, !l}(J: i:]\m ULNA fiAWG-fi DISTRICT 



Response to Comment #16 



3 lz.f=>i ^acos 






The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation would like to thank you for your participation in the 1-1 5 
Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
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Comment #17: Gregg Wheeler 



Response to Comment #17 



Halouska, Troy K. 



From: Wheeler Family [we5ternwheeler5@misn,com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 26. 2003 9:24 PM 
To: Halousl«i, Troy K. 

Subject: Comments an Helens 1-15 Draft EIS 

Troy, 

After reviewinci some of the analysis of the M S final Dfaft Environmenfai Impact Statement, I fevw Aiiemative 1 
for ttie following reasons: 

• Concentrating growth around the new Custer inlerchange, rather iJian at Forestvale Road, would be more 
cost effective for taxpayers in lecms of providing the additional services required by new development. 

• The environmental impacts would be less. The Forestvale intercfiange would result in loss of fsrmland, as 
well as increased runoff and groundwater contamination in the valley, 

• More directly addresses some of Helena's traffic issues, because the Custer interchange would get greater 
use than s Forestvale [nterchange. 

The Custer interchange appears to be the alternative thai will best serve the needs of the Helena commufiiiy 
through responsible growth management and transportation efficiency. 

Sincerely, 
Gregg Wheeler 
1716 Highland SI. 
Halena. MT 59601 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS 
for many reasons, includingthose you listed. 
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Comment #18: Cedron Jones 



Comment #18 continued 



Ha-rch 26, 2003 

Dear MDT 

Below are my comments on the 1-15 Corridor DEIS. 

1. The amotiTit of money available for I^HS and Interstate maintenance 
seems out-of-proportion to the need - we'll end up with a more- 

than-ddequate Interstate Highway, while the rest of the system 
limps along, barely meeting our needs. I wish the Transportation 
Commission would utilize some of the funding flexibility that the 
federal legislation allows, so that more tnoney cotild be invested in 
the various streets that cross I-L5, where the real needs are. 

2. Safety issues are virtually ignored In this DEIS - probably 
because you realize the safety concerns are not on 1-15 but on the 
cross streets, and your- i-igid policies don't permit investing 
enough in the cross streets. 

The only crash statistics presented are for 1-15 itself, and you 
make the paint that the crash rate (1.52) is 31% above "Che state 
average. However, if you had bothered to ask you could have 
learned that the crash rate for 1-15 through Great Falls i^ 1.^4 
(Airport to Vaughn) ; so even with the horrible ramps at northbound 
Capitol Interchange, and the "functionally obsolete" bridges over 
the RR tracks and other problems, our crash rate Is ]ust 6% more 
than the comparable rate for Greau Tails. That suggests w^ can 
anticipate very minor safety benefits from investments in 1-15 
Itself. 

In comparis-on, the crash rates for the various streets crossing 
1-15 are significantly higher: 

Kwy 12/llth-Pr.ospect couplet: 11.57 

Cedar St 9.53 

Custer Ave 11.75 

Lincoln Road 6.37 

(These figures, from IVIDT, are for the segments from Montana to 
east of 1-15. ) 

50 in terms of safety^ fixing the Capitol and Custer crossings is a 
clear priority over in^roving the already quite safe interstate. 

3. The basic premise behind your alternatives is flawed. That 

premise is that the various proposed improvements work best in 
combination with one-ancther; and therefore one should study (and 
model) various combinations of projects. The problein is that, as 
you acknowledge en p. 5-62, construction of either alternative will 
be 'staged' due to funding considerations; so it will likely be 
many years between each major project (new or reconstructed 
InLerchange) , Thus, the question is not just which projects to do, 
but also what order to do Lhem in. And your DEIS provides 
absolutely no information to guide that sequencing issue - though, 
we will clearly have to live many years with the impacts of a 
partially built alternative. 

You should supplement the Final EIS with analysis that helps 
guide the decisions about what order to do the projects in - for 
whichever alternative is chosen. t note also that the Advisory 
Committee requested detailed analysis for each proposed major 
improvement (p. 20) . 



4. Table 2-5 seems to imply that CTEP is the only source of funds 

for the ped-taike components of the alternatives. That is not true 
and should be corrected. And the ped-bi ko components of all of the 
1-15 projects should be financed with the NHS and Bridge funds. 

5. Your discussion of "induced deittand" on p. 4-7 is badly off-the- 
mark. The issue is that a transportation improvement (like a new 
interchange) can induce land-use changes {like new development at 
that interchange] that in turn induces vehicle trips beyond what 
would have been expected based on existing development. Other 
sections of the DEIS appear to recognise this, but I wonder JLl your 
traffic modeling did and does. 

6. For example, on p. 3-19 you state that only 15% of the projected 
use of a South Helena interchange would be attributable to "induced 
demand." That seems counter-intuitive for several reasons. First, 
there's virtually nothing there (no trip generators or 
destinations) and likely won't be until & unless an interchange is 
built. There are no roads at all on the east side, to carry 
vehicles originating to the south up to that interchange. And your 
models predict little or no increase in west-side frontage road 
traffic with construction of that interchange. 3o where does that 
remaining 85^ of the use come from? 

I. Table 4-5 gives a "best" rating to both build alternatives for 
ped-bilfGS and trucks. But clearly a Custer Interchange is much 
better than a Forestvale Interchanae for both user groups, because 
Custer accesses so many more important destinations.. And just 
replacing the Custer bridge (Alt. 2) is not nearly as effective as 
re-doing the entire segment, from Montana to Washington. 

8. Figures 3-12 & -4-1 (same figure) show the ADT on Custer just 
west of T-15 wrong (it*s more like 25,000 than 14,000). 

9. The discussion about land-use impacts on pp. 5-98, 99 is mostly 
good,- I agree with that assessment overall. 

10. But the statement on p. 5-2 (5.2.1) afc>out new households 
locating near 1-15 "because of its importance for north-south 
access in the Helena Valley" is ridiculous, since with no new 
interchange there would be no way to get on it. 

II. Regarding the Broadway undGrpass project, that underpass should 
be built large enough to accommodate ambulances, in case the 
CapitoJ Interchange is blocked in an emergency. 

12. Regarding the Boulder underpass project, that project should 
not have been dropped since it directly icieets the 'purpose and 
need' of "facilitating rhe movement of east-west traffic crossing 
the interstate." It would be a low-cost way to improve mobility 
for peds & bikes (with a paved path within the MDT right-of-way on 
the east side of 1-15 between BoLilder and Billings) and to improve 
neighborhood access to the Halmart area, thereby relieving 
congestion at the Capitol Interchange. 
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Comment #18 continued 



Response to Comment #18 



13. I favur sir-allsr projects ths" can be quickly designed and 
built, in stages, rather than 3 or ^ 'mega' projects. So my 
priorities would be 

(a) top priority (to sddress the safety concerns aL Custer & at 
Capitol (by prouiding quick & easy alternative routes] ) : 

1. redo the r.orth bound ramps at Capitol as proposed 

2. complete a paved frontage road from Montana City to 
Colonial Dr. 

3. pave road and provide ped-bike path at Boulder 

4. align east frontage road with Washington at Custer 

5. redo the bridge over 1-15 at Custer (safety, ped-bike 
access, emergency vehicle access) . 

[b) 2nd priority 

5. underpass at Broadway - big enough for ambulances 

6. north-side ramps at Custer (soath-bound (^xit, north-bound 
entrance) 

7. direct ramp from Colonial to south-bound 1-15 

Cc) 3rd priority 

8. new 1-15 bridges over RR tracks 

9. south side ramps at Custer 
10. south Helena interchange 

14. Perhaps the worst deci-sion this DEJS raado was to drop TDM from 
detailed analysis 4: consideration. If the highways osLablishinent 
were run with any consideration of economic efficiency, TDM would 
have been your top project. The worst problems associated with the 
1-15 corridor (poor LCS during the AM & PM ccnmiutc at Capitol 
intcrchangs area) are largely attributable to srate and hospital- 
area eniployees. What might be possible If you took just 10% of the 
projected cost for 'fix:ing' that Interchange and applied it to TDM 
projects with those employers? i don't think anyone disputes the 
wisdom, and especially the econoir-ic efficiency, of having the 
energy utilities fund energy-conservation projects at homes and 
businesses, to reduce demand and. defer or eliininate the need for 
expensive new generation. You should quit just dismissing tem and 
actually invest some thought and resources in it; and the L05 
problems on the 1-15 corridor are an excellent place to start. 



Sincerely, 



:h 



Cedron Jones 

940 Wilder 
Helena, MT 59^01 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Since you raised so many issues we will number our responses to match 
your comments: 

1. The amount of money available for the NHS and Interstate 
maintenance programs is a function of a national distribution 
formula prescribed by federal legislation. The Transportation 
Commission allocates these funds throughout the state in a manner 
that best meets identified needs. The alternatives presented in the 
Draft EIS will actually direct a considerable percentage of the 
overall project costs to improving the cross streets which connect 
to the new or improved interchanges. 

2. The safety data evaluated for this project was researched and 
reviewed to determine if there were any particular locations that 
have unique or substandard design characteristics that contribute to 
crashes. The results of the crash data revealed no unexpected 
concentrations of crashes, given some of the known design 
deficiencies along the interstate and on the crossroads. The higher 
crash rates on cross roads are expected since they include 
intersections and more conflict points than a freeway. The 
generally high rates are likely due to the substandard designs and 
the level of traffic congestion, particularly on Capitol and Custer. 
Since each alternative includes substantial upgrades at 
interchanges, adjacent sections of associated crossroads will be 
reconstructed to modern design criteria (such as shoulders, 
sidewalks, good intersection sight distance, etc.), which provides 
the most direct method of addressing safety issues. 
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Response to Comment #18 (continued) 

3. The combination of various transportation improvements reflects 
and addresses both the broad purpose and need for this project and 
the desires of the community expressed in over 3,200 comments 
received. The Draft EIS includes analysis of each of the 
transportation improvements as isolated projects and in 
combination. No significant environmental impacts were 
identified and, therefore, your concern about living with 
consequences of partially built alternatives appears to be 
unfounded. Project sequencing decisions will be made as 
appropriate funding becomes available for use on the corridor. 

4. Table 2-5 is intended to indicate the major sources of funding 
available for corridor improvements and examples of how those 
funds can be utilized. MDT will appropriate available funding in 
ways that maximize the accrued benefits of the project. 

5. The traffic model and any other comparisons included in the DEIS 
compare the 2025 No-Action to 2025 build alternatives. The basic 
premise behind the 2025 forecasting is that the population of the 
Helena region will be about 81,250 in 2025, regardless of which 
alternative might be selected. The assumption is that a road 
improvement will not change the overall population in the region, 
but the road improvements will influence where the population or 
associated jobs might be located within the region. Given the 
uncertainties inherent with forecasting 22 years into the future, this 
is considered a valid assumption based on what we know today 
and available planning forecasts. Therefore, the traffic model 
assumes the same number of vehicle trips in the region, regardless 
of alternative. [Please also see response to Comment #3 (EPA) for 
additional discussion.] 

6. As mentioned above, the 2025 No-Action Alternative assumes that 
the Helena region continues to grow into the future, and the local 
Land Use Advisory Group forecasted that the area south of US 12 



Response to Comment #18 (continued) 

near the South Helena interchange would still receive a portion of 
that growth, even in a No-Action scenario. The "other 85%" is the 
growth that would occur even with a No-Action scenario. The 
Land Use Advisory Group forecasted growth in that area not just 
based on roadways but on available infrastructure (water, sewer, 
power, etc.) and also the commitment of the local governments to 
focus growth in this area. The sensitivity analysis was done on the 
South Helena-only interchange scenario, which determined that 
this area might be about 1 5% larger in 2025 if South Helena was 
the only interchange developed. 

7. We have received a number of comments indicating advantages for 
bicyclists and pedestnans with Alternative 1 . More direct access to 
commercial properties with Alternative 1 also appears to be 
advantageous for trucks but other concerns have been raised about 
negative impacts of additional truck traffic on Custer. Table 4-5 has 
been modified to indicate separate ratings for bike/ped and trucks. 

8. The traffic volumes were obtained from the City of Helena and 
reflect 2001 counts on the section of Custer over 1-1 5. The traffic 
volume closer to N. Montana Avenue may be higher due to the 
location of business accesses just east of N. Montana Avenue. The 
figures have not been changed. 

9. Thank you for your positive comments concerning the land use 
discussion. 

10. The nine-member Land Use Advisory Group felt that this was the 
appropriate distribution of new households for the reason stated. 
No change in the text is required. 

1 1. The reconstruction of the Capitol interchange will include an eight- 
lane bridge plus sidewalks/bike paths on each side of US 12, so it 
is unlikely that the Capitol interchange could be completely 
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Response to Comment #18 (continued) 

blocked. The Broadway underpass will be built to the same 
dimensions as similar MDT bike/ped crossings provided in other 
communities. This may provide enough width for limited 
emergency access. 

12. While an improved Boulder Avenue underpass would facilitate the 
movement of east-west traffic crossing 1-1 5, it was shown to have 
very little overall benefit on traffic or safety within the study area. 
Current traffic volumes on Boulder are very low and will continue 
to be low followingthe reconstruction of the Capitol interchange. 
The reconstruction of the 1-15 bridges over the railroad will widen 
the opening for Boulder Avenue under 1-1 5 which could encourage 
additional use by bicyclists and pedestrians (see the Helena Non- 
Motorized Transportation Plan). The connections of local 
roadways to this underpass were explored with the city of Helena 
but due to numerous complications arising from the adjacent 
railroad properties, Helena has not moved forward with a concept 
that would connect the underpass via Railroad Avenue. 

13. An important component in determining project phasing is 
knowing what the ultimate design will be for each of the proposed 
improvements. For larger and more complex improvements such 
as the Capitol interchange, phased construction will likely require 
several years, with some parts of the interchange being open before 
other parts. Phasing will be determined for each project based on 
available funding, ability to accommodate traffic during 
construction, priority needs within the corridor, and many other 
factors. We appreciate receiving your recommended prioritization. 

14. TDM measures were seriously considered and discussed 
throughout the early stages of this project. Other than a strong 
desire to improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout the 
corridor, little interest or support was expressed within the 
community for alternative modes orTDM measures. Even ifTDM 



Response to Comment #18 (continued) 

applications could be aggressively implemented, it would not be 
enough to offset the substantial growth in travel demand 
anticipated in the study area. TDM applications do not address the 
needs for updating functionally obsolete infrastructure such as 
deficient shoulders, narrow bridges, and other safety related 
improvements that are greatly desired by the community. 
Voluntary TDM applications are an important component of the 
transportation needs of any community, and they should be 
incorporated at appropriate levels as determined by the local 
communities and employers. 
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Comment #19: Pat Helvey 



Response to Comment #19 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
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Comment #20: Robert & Hope Stevens 



Response to Comment #20 



Little Falcon Farm 

HOPE a. IHOPJB STEVENS ■ ROBERT T. [ROBJ STEVENSJR. 



RO. Box 1510, Helena, Montana .596Z4 
Phone 406-442^9424 
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The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
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Comment #21: Russell E. Wrigg 



Response to Comment #21 



M^fdk 28, 2003 



Mr. Mark Sftjdt 

Montana Ucpartmctit of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Ave, 

Hdena, Ml 59620 

RK: 1 IB Coiridor Draft EIS 

DearMt Studt:; 

I am wntiiig today to pmviiie my comments on Lhc 1 15 coziidor DEIS. I am it) ^uppotl of Alttmativt: 
#1 because il best provides SQlutions te Today's needs. I do howewr have some conccccs about fhe Eelecdon 
of project ptiofities withirt that Aileraative and the location or even die oetd foi the South Inteicbatige. 
PbUowmg picasc God ra^ concerns and/or suggcsdODs: 

> The Capital Interchange reconstruCttoa should be designated as die highest prifwiry project 
within AltdCitaUvt #1- The recommeoded: improvemecits -will splvc tbe H-el&oa areas most 
tccqgcized trafEc problem, Ijvth ftom logistic ajld safet;? Staadpoinrs. Included im the Capital 
Interchange piojeci should be thi: irnprovemeats to the Montana Citr loterchange and die 
ccKnpleciDa of the Vftstside Frontage Hoad fmni Montana City to Colpnial Drive. These 
improvcmtTais will go a Ipng ways to solve the current and the sborl-teira fiifute !?CfUth access 
piohlems. 

^ T&e ptopijscd Custei Interchange should be designated as pciodtf #2. Coastnicdnn <m ttas 
project should W ^t^vdvl^d to begin iosncd Lately iftet the completion of xhs Capital 
lotercliangc project. 

5* The Sooth IntETchange optioi? should be design^ieij ss paijaty #3. Cotisliuclion wf this pioject 
should be ddayed until after the complcdon of both higlier ptitnity projects. Thrs intcrchai^e 
location was selected because of its pfonmiry with undeveloped land on both the east and west 
sides of the Interstate. The reasoniug behind the selectioci M-as that the new inteicbiU^e access 
would encourage d^veloptijenl in diat aica. That ceilainly would be The case, but should 
laxpayct dallaxB be used eta a project primarily fot fututt dtvelopment or should they be spent 
aa niore sorely iieeded piojecls. Delaying this project 5-10 years (doie needed complet-e Capital 
and Custei-) wili -certaiuly help identify the real need and location for an additional south I 15 
ioterchar^e. Remember that fiom ibc CuonecllMi point to Colonial Vlrive to the Montaaa City 
Interchange is about i mi!e& The 'ComptelioD ai the {nxipoaed fioot^c toad la a higher priority 
■dian the. proposed iattrcbacge. 

Thank-yon in advance few consideiaiion a£ my comments and views. 



Sincere!' 



c-C. 



Russell E. Wrigg 

36 South Davis 
HeUna, Mt. 59601 



W" 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

An important component in determining project phasing is knowing 
what the ultimate design will be for each of the proposed improvements. 
For larger and more complex improvements such as the Capitol 
interchange, phased construction will likely require several years, with 
some parts of the interchange being open before other parts. Phasing 
will be determined for each project based on available funding, ability 
to accommodate traffic during construction, priority needs within the 
corridor, and many other factors. We appreciate receiving your 
recommended prioritization. 

The purpose and need for the South Helena interchange is to provide 
another southern access south of the Capitol interchange. To consider 
long-range planning and transportation needs, the Land Use Advisory 
Group provided input where future employment and growth would 
likely occur (see Final FIS Volume 1 , Section 1.9. 1 }. The fact that 
development would probably occur in the South Helena location has 
been presented as a secondary or cumulative impact, which was 
carefully analyzed and described in the Draft and Final FIS. 
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Comment #22: W. H. Walters, P.E. 



W. H. Walters, P.E. 

40 Microwave Hill Road 
Clancy, MT 59634 



Comment #22 continued 



Telephone: 443--3329 



March 29, 2003 



Mark Studt, P.E. 

Project Manager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Avenue 

Helena, MT 59601 

The following are my comments on the 1-1 5 Helena Access — Corridor study. 

Helena is, has and will continue to have growing pains with a tremendous need for business and 
home expatision room. 

The land east and west of I-l 5 between the Capitol and Montana City interchanges is almost perfect 
for development This land should be classified as dry (usually very dry) grazing land, not prime 
ferm land wilh no ground water problems like the valley. 

In my opinion, the highest a nd best use for this land is business and residential development (which 
Helena sorely needs). The recent city water tank and water line improvements definitely promote 
development. 

The raain impediment to this beneficial development is lack of vehicle access and the barrier 
created by 1-15. 

In fact, the existing development is significantly starved by very poor vehicle access. Presently 
traffic is squeezed through the choke points at Prospect. Fee and Eleventh which is significantly 
overloaded and over capaci^. To alleviate this access problem, both present and future. 1 

recommend Alternative No. I. 

From personal experience as a retired MDT Area Engineer, I realize the actual construction and 
traffic congestion relief from Alternate No. 1 will be a long, long iirae coming. Design, right-of- 
way, utility moves and funding will take many years - possibly 10 to 15, 

The existing traffic congestion begs for immediate relief I recommend the following temporary 
solution which are cheap and could be constructed quickly this summer, possibly with maintenance 
resources. 

1. Add a parallel lane with southbound M 5 off-ramp at Broadway. This would 

significantly relievetrafflccoTigEsfionatthesouthbound Capitol interchange 
off-ramp and Fee Street traffic Hghts. Very little or no new rigjit-cf-way 

required. 



Mark Studt, P.E. 
March 29, 2003 
Page 2 



2. For the westbound traffic on Prospect, use pin down curb Emd delineators to 
eliminate the third (right) lane from the structure to the M 5 southbound off- 
ramp. This would increase the intersection capacity and reduce ramp traffic 
backup by allowing a continuous free right turn onto the protected lane. 

3. Finish grading the north mile of *e west frontage road to Broadway and 
provide milled asphalt surface. A lot of traffic now uses this frontage road 
even though it is muddy, rough and incomplete. Each car that uses this 
frontage road reduces traffic congestion at the Capitol interchange. 

4. Add a southbound 1-15 on-ramp at Broadway to reduce traffic volumes atthe 
Eleventh and Fee signal. No new right-of-way probably would be needed. 

In summary, I strongly favor Alternate No. 1 and recommend serious consideration of the immediate 
safety enhancements and congestion-relieving construction recommendations 1 through 4, 

If you need fLirther clarification of these recommendations, I would be glad to help. 
Respectfully yours. 



W. H. Walters, P.E, 
3085 PE 



Response to Comment #22 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

The completion of the EIS defines the ultimate solutions at the new and 
reconstructed access points with 1-1 5. As final design begins, MDT can 
consider numerous construction phasing and detour options including 
those mentioned in your letter. 
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Comment #23: Tim Wunderwald 



Response to Comment #23 



HJalouska, Troy K. 



From: Wunderwald Itimnl9s@in-tch.com] 

Sent: Saturday, March 29. 2003 4:02 PM 

To: Halouska. Troy K, 

Subject: INTERSTATE 15 CORRIDOR COW ME MTS 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on, the 1-1 5 Helena area 
study. 

As a public servant for the past ten years, (Firefighter/E.M.T West Helena 
Valley Volunteer Fire Department), I stiongly support Llie proposal tor an 
interchange at the Forcstvale location- Ivlany of us who live cast of the 
Interstate must drive an additional 2-3 miles in order to respond to 
eriiergency calls. This response time could be dramatically reduced if there 
was an adequate way to access the middle portion of the West Valley from 
the east side of the Interstate, On the same note. West Valley Volunteer 
firefighters are often forced to travel 5 or more miles further than would 
be necessary to access Interstate emergencies. Considering that West 
Valley Fire recently built a new station at the location of Montana Ave. 
and Forestvale under the notion that an interchange ■tt-as likely, the 
response time could have been and still could be significantly shortened 
by having a central access to the Interstate. Currently, traffic is forced 
to use Sierra Road to cross the Interstate, which creates a safety issue at 
Rossiler Elementary School. Finally, as a resident of the Central West 
Valley area, I as well as many others, need to access the Interstate and 
■would appreciate not having to fight the city traffic to do so. 

T believe that the safety of the Central West Valley far outweighs the 
so-called commercial demand, which the city claims is the reason for the 
other alternative, Custer Avenue Interchange. If there Is truly a need 
for an interchange at Custer then surely the commercial sector will come 
Up with a way to ensure that consumers have access to their establishments. 
Furthermore, considering that the Forestvale property was already 
purchased for the purpose of constriicting this interciii^ige. this option 
vi/ould be the most economical one. 

AIfho\Jgh I believe that the decision is purely about politics and 
economics, \vhich eliminates Forestvale as an option, I hope you will still 
consider the opinion of the underdog. 

Thanks, 

Tim Wunderwald 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transpotlation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Issue of emergency service needs and response times was one of the 
issues that drew a great deal of attention in developing alternatives. 
Section 4.5 and Figures 4-8 through 4-1 1 are devoted to this topic in 
both the Draft and the Final FIS. In the final analysis, both Alternatives 1 
and 2 showed an overall improvement in system-wide emergency 
response times of approximately six percent when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. Alternative 1, which includes the new interchange at 
Custer, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for many reasons. 
These reasons are fully described in Chapter 2.0 of the FFIS. 
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Comment #24: David Boggs 



Response to Comment #24 



Halouska, Troy K. 



From: David Boggs fclabogman@sttbJ.comI 
Sent! Sunday, March 30, 2003 12:27 PM 
To: Halouska, Troy K, 
Subject: helena 1-1 5 draft 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 



In regard to the draft EIS for Helens 1-15; 

I Strwigly support the recommendation for a Custer interchange over a Forestvale. A Custer interctiange would 
serve most of Ihe residents of Helena. A Forestvale Interchange would only serve a small number of valley 
residents, lead to irban sprall, and In the end only benefit a small number of [and developers at great public 
expense. 
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Comment #25: Anonymous 



Response to Comment #25 



April 1, 2003 



1) It seems to me that the MEPAyNEPA process was bent a bit. My comments are not 
directed to impair the project (for the record [ concur witlr the Custer Ave. interchange 
optica), but where docs these advisory committees come from by holding and releasing 
their "votes" and backing prior to the end of the public involvement process? By their 
very nature, these committees are very persuasive, after all that's what they are set up for. 
By the Transportation Coordinating Committee "backing" the Custer Ave. option on 
March 11 by hoiding a vote, and the same with the M 5 Advisory Coinmjttee on March 
12 strongly persuades the public opinion. T get the feeling that some believe that its not 
worthwhik to submit their comments, because the alLemativc is already set in stone. This 
is an BIS, not an EA! By its very nature, does not the preferred alternative make Itself 
largely by compledon of the public involvement process? The process of receiving, 
reviewing and addressing public comment ends April 7, not at the March 1 1 meeting or a 
day or so afterwards as these advisory committees seem to think! 

2) I back the Custer Ave. Interchange Option wiib the same reasoning an most have put 
forth. The infrastrueture is there to connect to city services. It's where most of the 
industrial development has, and seems to be taking shape (Home Depot), and Custer Ave. 
services one of the few existing major east-west modes of transportation through this 
valley. 

3) However^ I strongly believe that ultimately Forestvale needs to be developed sometime 
in the futrue. The design and right-of-way is complete. It would nicely accommodate the 
much-needed bypass. As part of the EIS, it should be recognized that Custer Ave, and 
Highway 12 aJone will not suffice at some point in the future for moving traffic in an 
efficient manner. 

4) My last comment is that how conie Custer Ave. and Forestvale are in "options" set up 
to either favor one or the other, but not both? This leads back to the whole EIS process 
covered in comment 1) above. Is not the process suppose to identify the preferred 
treatment(s)? I agree strongly with placing an interchange in the south hills, but I believe 
the whole valley area needs a lot a work to mclude more east-west and north-south 
arterials. This includes both Custer and Forestvale. The way it is set up, I am forced to 
pick one or the other (Custer vs. Forestvale). This is wrong! By the very nature of the 
process, this set-up of options .^trickly forbids choosing the southhills, Custer and 
Forestvale altogether. They are all needed. 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transpotlation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

An Advisory Committee was developed for this project knowing that the 
community was divided regarding a transportation solution torthe study 
area. The Committee brought together individuals representing a broad 
range of interests and backgrounds to provide input to the decision- 
makers, MDT and FHWA. This input was extremely beneficial in 
helping focus the development of transportation improvement options 
on issues of greatest importance to the community at large but did not 
determine the Preferred Alternative. The Committee's recommendation 
of Alternative 1 was appropriately received during the 45-day public 
comment period. Identification of the Preferred Alternative included 
consideration of recommendations by the AC, the TCC and all public 
comments received throughout the public comment period. Section 7.8 
of the FEIS outlines this process. We have no reason to believe the AC 
recommendation had any effect in limiting the number of comments 
received on the DFIS. 

After very careful consideration of both build alternatives and the No- 
Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes the Custer interchange, 
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Forestvale project 
will not be foreclosed to future consideration if Alternative 1 is 
ultimately chosen. 

As discussed in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.6.2 of the DFIS, consideration was 
given to including two new interchanges north of Capitol. Our analysis 
showed that over the 20-year planning horizon, only one interchange is 
needed. 
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Comment #26: David Cole, Lewis & Clark County 
Consolidate Planning Board 

April 1,2003 



MarkStudt. P.E.. 

Consuttant Project Engineer 

Montana Department of Transportation 

P reconstruction Bureau 

2701 Prospect Ave. PO Box 201001 

Helena, MT 59620-1001 

RE: Helena I -15 Corridor Draft E(S Comments 

Dear Mr, Studt: 

The bylaws of the City of Helena - Lewis and Clark County Consolidated 
Planning Board state that -'The Board may, from time to time, comment upon 
plans and planning-related policies subject to review or adoption by Federal or 
State agendes, and/or may recommend that the Helena City Commrssion or the 
Lgwfs and Clark County Commission make appropriate comments on the same." 

On March 18. 2003 the Helena/Lewis and Clark County Consolidated Planning 
Board, by a vote of 5-0, passed a motjon to support the Custer Interchange 
Alternative (Alternative 1) as proposed In the 1-15 Corridor EIS as referenced 
below. 

The Planning Board was surprised to see very littie mention of non-motorized 
transportation access in the final alternatives. It appears that there was 
considerable discussion and support for increased emphasis on this issje but no 
mention in the final draft alternatives. 

The Planning Board noted that the MDT had concluded 1997 that the Forestvale 
interchange wasn't going to accomplish much in terms of traffic management, 
relatrve to fts cost. Also, a Forestvale interchange would put tremendous 
development pressure on a relatively undeveloped area of agncultural land with 
known development constraints due to sheet flooding from Ten MFIe Creek and 
high groundwater. The Forestvale site is also located weJI beyond existing and 
planned municipal utilities. 

Pn contrast, a Custer interchange would provide access to and encourage 
development in an area immediately adjacent to the city and existing growth. It 
would improve access to and from the southeast Helena Valley transitional 
growth area that the County has already identified for more growth. It would 
substantially improve access for recreational travel to Mauser and Canyon Ferry 
reservoirs, particularly for those coming into the valley on I -ISfiromthe north or 
south, ft would also improve access to the Helena National Forest on the east 
side of the Missouri via York Road and York Bridge and via Canyon Ferry Road 
and across Canyon Ferry Dam. ft appears that the broader public benefit, short- 



Comment #2 6 continued 



term and long-temi, is served by building a new interchange at Custer. The 
Planning Board believes that the Custer alternative is also more consistent with 
the vision for valley growth and development reflected in the Lewis and Clark 
County Growth Policy. 

For these reasons, the City of Helena - Lewis and Crark County Consolidated 
Planning Board supports the Custer Interchange Alternative fAlternative 1). We 
thank for your consideration of our comments. 

Listed below are applicable citations from the t-15 EIS Study: 

"By early 1996 final planning and design activities were underway to 
support construction of the Forestvale interchange beginning in 1997. 
However, additional traffic engineering studies that were completed during 
this same time period raised qucstiorts about the overall effectiveness of 
the new interchange in improving traffic congestion in the North Valley, 
particularly alortg N. Montana Avenue and at the Capitol interchange." (1-15 
EIS: 1 .3 Corridor Background) 

"The Forestvale Road interchange may contribute to a greater cumulative 
effect of impacts to converted land and ecological resources {including 
groundwater availability, 100-year fioodplain, wetlands, and irrigated hay 
and grazing Jand serving as habitat) since it may contribute to more 
undeveloped land being developed. The Custer Avenue interchange may 
promote the infill or redevelopment of land already disturbed that is closer 
to the core urban areas- Additionally, current infrastructure may better 
support the Custer Avenue and South Helena interchanges, u^ile a 
Forestvale Road interchange may require more physical and fiscal 
resources to eiqsand the necessary utility, sanitation, and water systems." 
0-15 EIS 5.26-3.1 Land Use (Growth) Impacts) 

"If Alternative 1 is selected as the Preferred Alternative, it Is possible that 
any anticipated growth could be located between or adjacent to the 
proposed Custer and South Helena interchanges. Due to the physical 
extent of Alternative 1 , this alternative could effectively concentrate more 
future development in and around the areas of existing infrastructure, 
therefore lessening the burden on surrounding groundwater resources as a 
sole water source. The altemathre is more compatible with the goal of 
focusing utility growth to the southeastern developing areas {as stated in 
the Helena Water Supply 2010 Plan), and reservoir improvements 
(associated with City of Helena FY2000 Phase 1 Water Supply 
Improvements) that have recently been constnicted to accommodate 
anticipated growth in the southern interchange area. Based on city and 
county plans, Alternative 1, located in an Urban area, encourages future 
anticipated development to exemplify more of an "infill" approach as 
opposed to a "dispersed" approach that could result from a more northern 
interchange, such as the ForestvaJo Road interchange proposed in 
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Comment #2 6 continued 



Alternative 2, located in a Transition Area." (1-15 EIS 5.26.3.2 Water 
Quality/Resources Impacts] 

"Though difficult to assess, it is likely ttiat a positive cumulative impact of 
Alternative 1 couJcf be that le&s undisturbed land would be converted to 
developm&nt compared to Alternative 2, due to the fact that there is less 
natural, open land within tlie extent of this Alternative, and infill 
development would be more likely to occur. Collectively, tt>e effects of less 
rand conversion could also result in less new impervious surface area; 
therefore, reducing runoff and adverse cumulative impacts to surface water 
resources, and associated aquatic habitat Although some of the 
anticipated growth undoubtedly could shift: north of the extent of 
Alternative 1 , it is more likely that future growth and development would 
remain more centralized around the proposed transportation 
improvements." (1-15 EIS 5.26.3.2 Water Quality/Resources Impacts) 

"Though dffficult to assess, the aforementioned cumulative impacts 
associated with Alternative 2 impact future sustdinability in the quality and 
quantity of groundwater to a greater degree than Alternative 1. Northerly 
growth shifts potentially associated with Alternative 2 could result in 
"leapfrog" development, or development beyond existing and future 
planned infrastructure utilities. Development in these areas will rely on 
wells and septic systems, which could have an increased impact on 
groundwater. However, some limitations to development north of 
Forestvale Road occurwith the North Hills Temporary ControlJed 
Groundwater Area. In addition, the cumulative impacts of increased 
impervious surface area in the northern portion of the study area would 
have more of an adverse impact upon surface water resources such as 
Tenmile Creek, located near the proposed Forestvale Road intersection. 
Cumulative impacts resulting from surface water degradation (as 
summarized above) could affect Ixith aquatic and non-aquatic wildlife and 
habitat" (1-15 EIS 5.26.3.2 Water Quality/Resources Impacts) 

Sincerely, 



Response to Comment #26 



^}u^Q<^Ju^ 



David Cole. ChaPr 

City of Helena - Lewis & Clark County Consolidated Ranning Board 

Copy: Jim Smith, Mayor 
City of Helena 

Anita Varone, Chair 
County Commission 
Lewis & Clark County 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

TDM measures and non-motorized transportation were seriously 
considered and discussed throughout the early stages of this project. 
Other than a strong desire to improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
throughout the corridor, little interest or support was expressed within 
the community for alternative modes or TDM measures. Even if TDM 
applications could be aggressively implemented, it would not be enough 
to offset the substantial growth in travel demand anticipated in the study 
area. TDM applications do not address the needs for updating 
functionally obsolete infrastructure such as deficient shoulders, narrow 
bridges, and other safety related improvements that are greatly desired 
by the community. Voluntary TDM applications are an important 
component of the transportation needs of any community, and they 
should be incorporated at appropriate levels as determined by the local 
communities and employers. 
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Comment #27: Barry and Frieda Houser 



Comment #2 7 continued 



April 2, 2003 



Mark Studt, P.E. 

Project Manager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Avenue 

Helena, MT 59601 



Dear Mr. Studt: 

We are submitting this letter to your committee to express OUT coDcems regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 1-15 Corridor. Our home property is at 4 
Pronghom Drive in Northern Jeflfcrson County (Montana City). The imimproved frontage road 
currently runs through our property via an access casement put into place before we purchased 
our home in 1994. Oiu: concerns deal with the proposed improvement of this frontage road as it 
included in the DEIS. 

The DEIS calls for the improvement of flie west side Frontage Road on the west side of I-l 5 
from Montana City to Colonial Drive (T-1 5 DEIS, section 2.S.4.3). This improvement as you 
well know is proposed as part of both tile 1-15 recommeodatioiis. We have several concerns 

regarding this improvemeat: 

• The exact location of the frontage road in proximity to where it now runs; 

• Reclamation of the land, which is our property, if the road is moved; 

• Estimated daily traffic flows and speeds; 

• The increased noise and unsightliness this improvement would bring; 
■ And safety issues pertaining to the increased trafiic. 

As I mentioned before, the road is now running through our property by means of an access 
easement. This easement was put into place by the original developer of the Southgate Hills 
Minor Subdivision, of which ray property is inchided. We purchased Ibe property in 1994 and 
have been the only owners of the property. At the time of purchase, there was never any mention 
of the dirt road which runs throu^ the property becoming a high-speed, high-traffic frontage 
road. 1 was unable to ascertain from the DEIS the exact location of the proposed improved 
Frontage Road. Will it remain in its current location, or will it be moved fiirther east, closer to 
the interstate? I have been told by different sources that each scenario exists, so I would like 
someone of authority to clear this situation. We personally would prefer the road to be moved 
closer to 1-15 in the event this proposal is approved. If tfie road is moved out past the boundary 
ofour proper^, then the second of our concerns comes into play, and that is reclamation of land 
that now contains an access easement. Our primary concern w^ould be the possible trespassing of 
our property by others who would continue to drive over the existing dirt road if the improved 
Frontage Road -were moved closer to the interstate. We are sure most people would be 
appreciative enough to remaEu off our property, but there is always the possibility of those who 
would be intrigued by drivmg over the old dirt road. How would the State and/or Department of 
Transportation handle this situation and help us with the reclamation? 



Another item I was unable to fmd in the DEIS was the proposed daily traffic flows for this 
particular stretch of Frontage Road. A couple of years ago, I spoke with Jason Giard of the 
Department of Transportation, and he was guessing Iraflic may be anywhere between 4,000 to 
10,000 vehicles dally. We fijid this to be an astronomical Rguis, however, if it is correct, there is 
no argument that our lives will be greatly affected by this improvement. As it ia now, I would be 
surprised if more than a few hundred vehicles travel down this road daily. It would be greatly 
appreciated if someone could give us an educated estimate on the future traffic flow of the 
proposed Frontage Road. With this kind of increased traffic, il is only ttatural that we are 
concemed with the increased noise and unsightliness this proposal will bring. In section 5.25.3 
of tfie DEIS, you state that noise would not be impacted by the unprovement of the west side 
Frontage Road. How is that possible? Do you not twlieve an increase from a few hundred 
vehicles daily to possibly several thousand ivill not drastically Increase noise? Not a single 
person involved with the 1-15 corridor study has contacted the residences in our subdivision to 
ask them about increased noise, its impacts, or how to minimize the effects. Has the constmction 
of a noise barrier been considered? f know personally, since we have learned of the possibili^ 
of the road being improved into a Frontage Road, we have been busy planting trees, building 
fences, etc. on our property facing the road in hopes ofcreating some kind of barrier. 
Unfortunately, we have limited resources and time in which to complete anything that may be 
adequate. We would like to see some discussion on this issue. 

Last, but definitely least, on our list of concerns is safety. The majorily of property running 
north from Northern lefferson County into Lewis & Clark County is currently zoned residential. 
This is highlighted in Figure 3.1 of the DEIS. This includes Southgate Hills Minor Subdivision 
^of which we are part of) and the recenlly improved Pronghorn Hills Major Subdivision. Our 
subdivisioo already has famihes with younger children, mine included, and I'm sure as 
Pronghorn Hills grows, it too will be comprised of people raising &nulies. As this is to be a 
Frontage Road, what kind of safety issues will the proposal address? Will there be reduced 
speed limits along this stretch of road, as you see in residential areas throughout towns'? Will 
there be full shoidders and guard rails? Currently, there is a four-way stop as the road meets 
Highway 282 and South Hills Road. Will that remain in place? Will there ever be any 
enforcement or patrols on the road, and if so, in what jurisdiction does it fall? These issues need 
to addressed and thought out as well. 

As it stands now, we are opposed to the improvement of the west side Frontage Road as it 
pertains to the 1-15 corridor. However, we ^vould be willing to support the project if It is done 
properly and is done with the current residents in mind. I have included with this letter, 
information off the Federal Highway Administration's website concerning highway traffic noise 
and possible solutions, We would appreciate it if someone involved in the project would contact 
us, maybe even come out to out properly, and go over these issues with us. Thank you for giving 
US the opportunity to voice our concerns . 



Sincerely, 




^Mj^dcci:ioxjAlMJ 



Barry Hous 

4 Pronghorn Drive 

Clancy, MT 59634 

(406)442-6898 



Frieda Houser 
4 Pronghorn Drive 
Clancy, M\ 59634 
(406)442-6898 
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Response to Comment #27 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Jefferson and Lewis & Clark Counties have worked jointly with MDT to 
establish an alignment and right-of-way for the west side Frontage Road 
that is directly adjacent to the 1-1 5 right-of-way, except at the far north 
end where it would reconnect to Colonial Drive. The realigned 
roadway is nearly completed as a county-standard gravel road, so the 
supporting element as mentioned in the DFIS is to pave the roadway to 
accommodate the traffic demand anticipated. It is believed that the 
right-of-way agreements have already been made along the entire 
alignment, and the reclamation of land should be explored through the 
counties. At the South FHelena interchange, the Frontage Road would re- 
align west about 750 feet to allow adequate distance between the 
Frontage Road intersection and the intersections for the ramps, MDT 
will conduct additional analysis of property impacts during final design 
to see if potential impacts of the re-alignment of the Frontage Road can 
be reduced. 

The 2025 traffic forecasts on the Frontage Road are not substantial when 
compared to the 2025 volumes on 1-1 5, with Frontage Road volumes 
ranging from 3,000 to 6,000 vehicles per day, and over 30,000 vpd on 
1-15. Speed limits on the Frontage Road will be set by the cities and 
counties and will be based on city/county standards and the number of 
intersections and property accesses. The noise levels on 1-1 5 will far 
exceed noise levels generated by a Frontage Road based on traffic 
volume, speeds, and number of trucks. Since the noise levels with the 
build alternatives are almost exactly the same as the No-Action, and 



Response to Comment #27 (continued) 

since no freeway widening is considered in this area, noise mitigation is 
not required as part of the project. Since most of the homes in the South 
Hills area are elevated above 1-1 5, it would be very difficult to provide 
effective noise mitigation. 
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Comment #28: Ed & Marilyn Bartlett 



Ed & Marilyn Bartlctt 
2012 E. Broadway 
Helena, MT 59601 



Response to Comment #28 



April 2, 2003 



Mark Stmdt, P,E, 

Project Manager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect AvenoD 

Helena, MT 59601 

RE: Interstate 1 5 Corridor, Montana City to Lincoln Road, EIS 

Dear Mr. Studt: 

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Slatement (E!S) for the Interstate 15 
Corridor Alternatives and arc very concerned that the HIS fails to address Broadway 
neighborhood traffic mitigation. The Capiloi Interchange changes and the South 
Inlerchange addition, especially the west Frontage Road and C;olonia) Drive 
improveraenf-s, will result in significant increase of traffic on Broadway Street, This is 
the case whether or not there is a vehicle underpass or interchange at Broadway and I-l 5. 

We support the Capitol Interchange changes, but only with traffic mitigation to defer, 
control and minimize traffic on Broadway west of California Street. The Broadway area 
is a quiet, well-maintained residential neighborhood and neither Broadway nor oth» 
streets in the neighborhood are designed to handle commuter traiEc from I-I5. 

Our eonccm over increased traffic on Broadway arises from the failure of the EIS to 
address mitigation wliilc recognizing that traffic volumes will increase on "segments of 
Broadway". It also seems logical that your predicted traffic volume increase of 20% to 
50% at the Capitol JntcrchEJnge, with predicted volume decreases on Montana Avenue 
near the State C^itol, will result in traffic increase on Broadway west of Cahfoniia. 

Please ensure that traffic mitigation measures are implemented On Broadway before the 
Capitol Interchange, west Frontage Road and Colonial Drive changes are completed. 



Sincerely, 

Ed & Marilyn BarOctt 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Our studies compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes (increases and decreases} on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future, regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5, to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. This analysis indicates that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also indicate that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. The South Helena interchange 
connection was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the 
west side Erontage Road/Colonial Drive in order to serve the growing 
employment base in the hospital area. 

Our studies, which very carefully considered potential impacts to 
residential neighborhoods throughout the study area, do not indicate any 
significant changes in traffic volumes along Broadway resulting from the 
1-1 5 Corridor improvements described in the DEIS. Accordingly, we do 
not believe that traffic mitigation measures are required along Broadway 
Street to offset impacts associated with our project. 



^f'tfTciJin^lFuidi^lni^^'b^b'E-nvdHitifiHJh'i l^rlcc 



^dPc^EdBoik-iir 
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Comment #29: Pete Brustkern 



Pete & Kari Brustkern 
2 Pronghorr 
Clancy, MT S9534 



Response to Comment #29 



April 3, 2003 

MarkStudt, P.E, 
Project Manager 
Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Avenue (59601-9746) 
P.O. Box 201001 (59620-1001) 

Helena, Montana 

E-mail: mstucft@state.mlus 



Dear Marit: 

This letter is to express my opiniDn on the proposed changes to the Interstate 15 Corridor. I 
believe the transportation concems listed in the DEIS can be addressed through the 
proposed improvements lo the existing interchanges, and possible addition of a Farestdale or 
Custer interchange. The need for the frontage noad could also be eliminated with the South 
Helena Interchange. Most of the families who moved into North Jefferson County did so to 
have more space and less congestion The completion of the frontage road through the area 
currency zoned as residential property will increase the congestion and cause hazards for the 
residents. 

If Xhe frontaQe road in completed, I would propose a reduced speed limit (35 MPH) near the 
South Hills and Pronghom Hills residential developments. These neighborhoods are 
primarily single family dwellings and are home to numerous small children. My family and I 
chose the South Hills area before the study and proposed changes and my primary interest is 
my family's safety. 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Studies of existing and future traffic volumes completed for the Draft EIS 
clearly indicate that additional improvements are needed throughout the 
1-1 5 corridor. Simply improving the existing interchanges or adding one 
new interchange in the North Valley will not adequately address the 
purpose and need for the project. 

Jefferson and Lewis & Clark Counties have worked jointly with MDT to 
establish an alignment and right-of-way for the west side Frontage Road 
that is directly adjacent to the 1-1 5 right-of-way, except at the far north 
end where it would reconnect to Colonial Drive. The realigned 
roadway is nearly completed as a county-standard gravel road, so the 
supporting element as mentioned in the DFIS is to pave the roadway to 
accommodate the traffic demand anticipated. Speed limits on the 
Frontage Road will be set by the cities and counties and will be based 
on city/county standards and the number of intersections and property 
accesses. 



Sincerely, 



Pete Brustkern 
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Comment #30: Willie R. Taylor, USDOI 




United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Wastun^-Qn. D.C 20240 




D©«©-n9g© 



ER-03/159 



5 2005 



Mi. Dale W. Paulson 
Program Development Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
2880 Skyway Drive 
Helena, Montana 59602 

Dear Mr, Paulson: 



APR 8 2003 

mOHTAWADIVISIOf.- 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
and Section 4(f) Evaluation for 1-15 improvements between Montana City and Lincoln Rpad in 
Jefferson and Lewis and Clark Counties, Montana. The Department of the Interior (Department) 
has reviewed the document and subinits the following comments regarding our thoughts on this 
project 

Comments on the Draft tSS 

Tli« Department recognizes and appreciates the extent of public and agency participation 
initiated by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Montana Department of 
Trdnsportation, including the various Federal, State, and local agencies and the general public. 
We are pleased that most of these agencies including the Montana Historical Socictj' (SHPO) 
concur with yom' findings. We are concerned, however, that the document does not describe 
coordination with affected Native American tribes. Any affiliated Native American groups 
should be contacted to verily whether ethnographic resources exist in the project area; and the 
results of thai coordination should be included in the document. 



The third paragraph on page 3-93, Section 3.17 Cultural Resources states that IS sites are in the 
area of potential effect, six of which are listed on, eligible, or potentially eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The last sentence, however, states that the remaining eleven 
sites arc not NRHP-eligible. These numbers do not add up to the total of 1 8 sites. Please clarify 
the discrepancy. 

Comments on the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 

The range of alternatives and avoidance alternatives provided in the document shows that all 
possible planning was conducted to minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties. We recognize that 
this initial planning effort has resulted in the total avoidance of some Section 4(f) properties and 
minimized harm to others. Once a Preferred Alternative has been selected, we witl determine 
our concurrence regarding whether there arc any feasible or prudent alternatives to the Preferred 
Alternative. 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #30 continued 

We are concerned that archaeological site locations have been disclosed in a public docunient 
Informalion pertaining to archaeological resource site location should be removed (mapS;, 
specific site descriptions) to protect intact archaeological deposits from potential damage or 
looting. We would also like to remind you that archaeological sites typically qualify as Section 
4(f) properties when they need to be preserved iii place (i.e., are NRHP-eligible for reasons other 
than data potential). In this case, if sites 24rF697 and 24JF17]? are NRHP-eUgible under 
criterion D and do not need to be preserved in place, then they may not qualify as Section 4(1) 
properties. 

We appreciate the opportimity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, 



j WiUie R. Taylor 

WH' Director, Office of Environmental 

w Policy and Compliance 
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O 



USDepertmsnt 
Of TranspDrtatlcin 
FKlaral Highway 
Aflniln1«tra9wi 



Montana DMslon 
23Ba Skyway Drive 
Helena, Mwrtana 59602 



^^igust 13, 2003 



E)r. Willie R. Taylor, Director 

Office of EuviiouiEeBtal Policy and Compliance 

US Depamnent of fhc Interior 

Washington, DC 20240 



Sid^ect: 1-15 Conidor EIS (Montana Ci^ lo Lincoln Koad) 



Dear Dr. Taylor: 

We greatly appreciate the liiuely receipt of your writtea conuneius oa the Interstate 15 Corridor 
(Montana City to Lincoln Road) Draft Eoviiomaental Impact StateineDi (EIS). Your cammenl^ 
have directly contributed to improving the accuracy and quaJity of the final documentation, for 
this iCipOrtaat tran^XiiIaliOn impFdvement pitijecL 

At your suggestion, we have mitiated contact with the two Native Aoicrican groups that could 
potentialEy have interest in the 1-13 Coiridor project. The Heleoa Valley wSS dOI the aboriginal 
territary of aay one tribe aod i& not associaled with territorial bo jndaiies of any tcibe currently 
residirtg in Montana. However, we have contacted the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal 
Pie^ervatioii Office and the Blackfeet Tribe Oiltun; ConuuiRefi to see if either has interests OT 
concenis regarding this project. Copies of all coirespoodence will be included in the Final ElS. 

As noted in your CDtmneuts, there was an incoosistency in the (exl of Section 3. 17 conoeroiag the 
number of cultural resouroe sites within the area of potential effect This has been corrected. 

We have also removed archaeological site locatioos &oin (he figuies io Chapters 3.0 snd 6.0 of 
(be FEIS aud reduced the level of detail provided in the narrative descriptioa of these sites. 
Since none of the aidiacological sites will be affected by the project^ the infoimatioB provided in 
the Draft EIS is noi of critical importance in supporting the Preferred Allemadve dedsion. 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



nr^^Z » ^^^^logicai resourtes. we indicated In the Diafl EIS that none of Uie 
Snth^T^ -P^v^-nenB would u^ prcpeny ftom or c,therwi« affi^ct tbese^^ 
Sfdth^^ r f ;"™" ^f ^^^-^ ™--^d «- tte DEIS or o^ar own rcfin*men( of the 
d^nr^^ '?"'S"*^^'^'^'''f^P^^- Therefore, there wiflEot be a 

^ orcon^aive use of any archaeological site. Accordingly, we do no. beKeve te 

question Of preservation in f4ace oecda 10 be addressed in the Final e5. 



Sincerely, 




Dale W. Paulson 

Program Development Engjqecr 



cc: Mart Sfrudt - MDT Consultant Desipi 
Tom Martm - MDT Consultant Design 

File: NH 15-4(65)196 cj/h 



57 



IIMTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mvnlana Citytv Lincvln Rwd 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #31: Herbert & Margaret George 



Herbert and Margaret George 
2000 Broadway Street 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Apnl 3, 2003 

Mark Studt, P.E. 

Project Manager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Avenue 

Helena. Montana 59601 

Re: Interstate 15 Corridor EIS, Montana City to Lincoln Road 

Dear Mr. Studt: 

After reviewing the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interstate 16 
Corridor, we are concerned that it does not discuss traffic mitigation measures on 
Broadway Street. The Environmental Impact Statement indicates that Broadway 
traffic did not need study because no Broadway interchange or underpass ts 
included in the alternatives. However, the improvements to the west Frontage 
Road and Colonial Drive will funnel traffic from the Capitol and South 
Interchanges onto Broadway Street. Therefore, traffic impacts and mitigation 
measures on Broadway need to be addressed. 

We built our home on Broadway over 30 years ago. This neighborhood is a 
lovely place to live. It is a quiet and beautiful residential area. None of the 
streets in this neighborhood, including Broadway, were intended or constructed 
to be used for commuter and commercial traffic from the Interstate. 

It appears that improvements to the Capitol fntercharge are needed. However^ if 
the Capitol Interchange improvements and the South Interchange additfon are 
constnjcted, traffic mitigation to minimize traffic volume increases on Broadway 
must also be adopted and included at the same time. 



Sincerely, 



Response to Comment #31 




The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The DEIS compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes (increases and decreases} on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5 to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. These studies indicate that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also indicate that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. The South Helena interchange 
connection was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the 
west side Erontage Road/Colonial Drive in order to serve the growing 
employment base in the hospital area. 

Our studies, which very carefully considered potential impacts to 
residential neighborhoods throughout the study area, do not indicate any 
significant changes in traffic volumes along Broadway resulting from the 
1-1 5 Corridor improvements described in the DEIS. Accordingly, we do 
not believe that traffic mitigation measures are required along Broadway 
Street to offset impacts associated with our project. 



H0Tbm and MargaretiGeorge 



58 



IIMTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mvnlana City to lincoln Road 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #32: Jon & Kathie Billiard 



Comment #32 continued 



JON &. KATHIE OIULIARD 

1$59 KARMEN ROAD 

HELENA, MONTANA 59602-7310 

Telephone: (406) 449-2374 



April 3, 2003 



MarkStudt, P,E. 

Project Manager 

Montana Depar^ent of Transpcvtation 

2701 Prospect Avenue 

Helena, Montana 59601 

Subject: [nterstate 15 Corridor DEIS 

Dear Mr. Studt: 

Firat we would like to commend the Montana Department of Transportation and 
its contractors in preparing a comprehensive and accurate draft environmental 
impact-statement. ■ After reviewing the document we. believe ther? is veryjitfle. 

substantive information that can be added to improve it, , 

As homeovmers in the Pieagant Valley Subdivision, an interchange at Forestvale 
Road would be extremely convenient by providing us with quicker access to both 
the interstate and North Montana Avenue. However, there is no doubt in our 
minds that an interchange at Custer Avenue is the best option at this time. Not 
only has the Custer and North Montana Avenue area become the commercial 
core for the nortti side of Helena, but also it is the fastest growing area in town. 
Additionally, Custer Avenue is the handiest access route to the recreational 
areas east of town for the dtizens of He^ena. With neadily available Infrastructure 
and services from the City of Helena, it is logical to encourage continued growth 
in that area as opposed to promoting hopscotch development across the valley 
floor. 

As daily users of the Frontage Road going north of Custer Avenue we would like 
to point out an additional advantage to the proposed development plan for a 
Custer Avenue interchange. As the traffic on Custer Avenue increases, it is 
becoming more and more difficult to turn left and for that matter right on Custer 
from the Frontage Road. With traffic approaching the fntsrsection at 45 to 50 
mph and the increased amount of vehicles using Custer Avenue, the wait for 
assured clearance to pull out is becoming longer and longer. We can testilV to 
times that the wait to make a left turn from Frontage ontq Custer Avenue has 
been-closH- to five minutes than not. We have also personally witnessed close' 
calls between school buses exiling Frontage onto Custer and oncoming traffic. It 
is becoming a matter iSf. split second timing and sufficient horsepovkfer to merge 
with the traffic on Custer Avenue from Frontage. So the plan to realign Frontage 



Mar1< Studt, P.E. 
April 3, 2003 
Page 2 of 2 



Road to join Custer at the traffic light on Washington Street is clearJy a huge 
benefit for the users of Frontage as well as improved safety for all peofHe using 
the intersection. 

In dosing, we encourage the Montana Department of Transportation and the 
Federal Highway Administration to give Alternative 1 strong consideration as the 
preferred alternative for this proposed project. Forestvale can wait until the city 
infrastructure and services catch up to the development in that area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact us at the address or telephone 
number at the beginning of this letter. 

Sincerely, 



Jon Dilliard & Kathie Dilliard 






Response to Comment #32 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your positive comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor EIS process and your suggestions for other needed 
improvements in the study area. 

After very careful consideration of both build alternatives and the No- 
Action Alternative, Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the FEIS for several reasons. These include the proximity 
of the Custer interchange to city infrastructure and existing growth, fewer 
environmental impacts, and greater east-west connectivity to growth 
areas. 
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Comment #33 : Marga Lincoln 



Marga Lincolji 
220 Adams 
Helena, MT 59601 
(406)457-1443 
<hof!lmG@ixi, EieE> 



Mark Studl 

Project Manager 

Montana Department of Transportation 

270] Prospect Avenue 

Helena, Montana 59601-9746 

<msmdt@stat-e.ml.iifi> 

April 4, 2003 

Dear Mr Studt: 



First of all, I watit to thank you and MDT for putting together such a good public 
participation process. It was a pleasure to work with Carter & Burgess. They have been 
very professional. The DEIS is very thorough, and it's well written. All the public 
meetings and the advisory committee meetings have been very well run. Work vAti\ the 
media to get out word to the public has beeti excellent. And the quality of the 
information in the DEIS is, far the most part, vei> well resear-ched and presented. I 
would also like to compliment the Caner & Burgess team for being good listeners and 
responding promptly with additional informatien. The process treated chJzens with 
respect 

This letter is my formal comment on the DEIS for Interstate ]-l 5, I am writing both as a 
citizen and as a member of the 1-15 Citi;^cn Advisory Committee. 

I support Alternative 1 (new South interchange, new Custer interchange, improvements 
on existing interchanges, Broadway underpass for ped/bike, widen Cedar Street, and 
complete Front^e Rd, trom Montana City to Colonial Drive). 

My reasons are as follows: 

The 1-15 advisory committee spent several months at the begimiing of the EIS process 
setting up 8 goals for the project and criteria for how we would judge that these goals 
were met. The goals addressed such topics, as minimizing the barrier effect of I-l 5, 
providing a traJiEportation system for all modes of travel, minimizing environmental and 
neighborhood impacts, complying with existing planning documents, etc.). Upon review 
of the DEIS, 11 is clear that Alternative 1 scores much higher on meeting these goals 
than does Alternative 2 or No Action. 

I hope that the final decision by MDT and the Federal Highway Admin istrqflon 
respects the consensus decision bj the Advisory Committee to select Alternative 1. 
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Comment #33 continued 



Our 19-metttber committee devoted many hours to establishing these goals and the 
objective criteria for measuring them — and then later evaluating the alternatives in terms 
of these criteria. tXir ptirpose was to move away from emotional reactions and opinions 
and to find common ground based on objective information. 

Alternative 1 would build new interchanges near existing growth and where 
infrastmcture has already been built to accommodate growth. It reduces vehicle miles 
traveled and travel times, It best serves biking, walking, transit, car pool/van pool options 
by making cotmections to existing centers ofwork and shopping. As a result, there wi!! 
be greater connectivity for all modes of transponation. 

Reasons I oppose Alternative 2 are: 

1) It flunks all 8 goals. 

2) It would put an interchange in a rural area that does not have adequate Enfrastructure; 
this would exacerbate the problem with contaminated wells in the area. It would put a 
greater burden on Local taxpayers to provide such basic infrastructure as building 
Forestvalc Rd. to connect it with the interstate Alternative 2 will promote leapfrog 
development and is contrary to the recommendations in the community's growth 
policy. 

3) Choosing Alternative 2 would clearly negate the DEIS consensus process that the 
community has been using to make this difficult decision. 

There are some additional considerations 1 would like addressed in the final EIS In 
addition to the major components listed in Alternative 1 , 1 would like fianding allocated to 
do a pilot Transportation Demand ManagemenE program in the Helena area (see 
discussion on p, 4-41). Helena has a unique opportunity. I believe, to make TDM 
programs successful and effeaively remove traffic congestion from the 1-15 corridor. 
Nearly 12,000 employees are going to 16 job sites The state is the major employer and 
already has an org^zation. Try Another Way State Employees, to encourage employees 
to try alternative modes of travel to work. Unfortunateiy, neither that organization nor 
the local Transportation Choices Committ&e in I [clcna have had any funding or staff to 
implement a TDM program. It is very short-sighted public policy to spend millions of 
dollars to expand highway capacity and spend no money in developing effective 
programs to reduce congestion. 

I am a strong proponem of multi-modal transportation, which is at the heart of TEA-21 
legislation. "Federal transportation policy is to increase nonmotorized transportation to at 
least 1 5 percent of all trips and to simultaneously reduce the number of nonmotorized 
users killed or injured in traffic crashes by at least 10 percent," according to the FHWA. 
Since the 1-1 S project will be using TEA-21 funding, it should reflect this tedenil policy. 

See <htlp:/ywww.fhwa dot gov/environraent/bikeped/bp-guid.htm> 
("THWA (Guidance Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of Federab Transportation 
Legislation."), 
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Comment #33 continued 



There is a great deal of publit support from citizens on the I- 1 5 coiridor for using 
improved bicycle, pedestrian and transi] facilities. (See 1-15 public opinion survey- 
indicating 65 percent would do more walking, 59 percent would do more biking, and 58 
percent would use the bus if there were improvements in facilities/services.) I would like 
to see these imihi-modal projects funded from a. variety of sources, not just Montana's 
CTEP funds, which are already over lapped. 

Since it is not realistic that we will have the funding (o do ali of Aitemattve 1, I think it 
would be helpful to have some additional modeling information regarding the staging of 
projects. It woutd give us a better idea about which projects would provide the most 
significant improvements for the corridor's congestion and safety. It would be iogjcai to 
use this criteria far deciding on what interchanges to begin with. 

Please correct or improve the following sections in the final EIS: 

1, There are errors in the 1-15 DEIS, Table 2-5, Preliminary Assumption of Funding 

Availability, p. 2-57& 2-58. It fails to list the many federal funding opportunities for 
bike;/ped facilities, (see the FHWA website listed above) 

2. The discussion of "induced demand" on page 4-7 is inadequate. There is a substantial 
body of research on this topic. (1 will be happy to provide more references, but here 
are a few to start wilh. 

hap: tfwww.lra in wcfa. ocg/mts/ ltrik^^iifl n ced-html 

laipVywww.worldbauk.i^R/huriy'tpdA Ta nspQrt/rQads/rpl docs/apbiiiduc.pdr 

httpi//' aTVW.rosd5-dft-aov.uk/roadiielworfc/helay rcsrc suli;capacitvypdiytraffic,pdf 



3. Correct Table 4-5. Alternative 2 docs not deserve a "best" rating for bikc/pcd. The 
Forestvale interchange would not connect with anywhere that bicyclists and 
pedestrians want to go. Clearly a Custer Avenue interchange better connects with 
shopping, work and recreation sites, 

4. The document index is so general aa to be useless. For instance, see the Land Use 
listing. You'd spend a half hour going through al! the page numbers trying to locate 
what you are looking for. (I know, I tried.) 

5. Correct Table l-l . Alternative 2 is NOT compatible wifh the county growth policy. 
Infrastructure is not planned for another 20 years in the Forestvaie area. A multi- 
mjllion dollar sewajje plant is needed first. There are wells contaminated by septic 
systems out there. 

6. Add to the list of planning document references -- the Draft NonmoJorized Plan for 
the Helena Area that is in progress. It will be completed by the time the final EIS is 
done. 



7. Add a list of the area's top employers and numbw of employees in chapter 3 (near 
discussion on page 3-58), 

8. There are references to "rural crash statistics," but it is not c[ear if Helena is 
considered a niral area or aji urban area. Some federal programs consider all of 
Montana rural 

9. Correct the groundwater discussion on p 5-34, 5-35 There is pollution of wells from 
septic systems in the Forestvale area. Based on iitformation Iriom the county 
commission, there is no practicaf way for new deveiopment in that area to hook up to 
the city's sewer. 

10. [here was not adequate discussion of a Broadway Underpass, coupled with 
neighborhood trafTic calming, before it was removed as an option, Would there be 
any benefit of having the underpass be an emergency vehicle access? 



Sincerely, 

Marga Lincoln 



0^ 




PS. I e-mailed you a drafl of this yesterday, but have since added some additional 
information about induced travel demand. 



Response to Comment #33 

The Federal Highway Administration and Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 
Your comments and suggested edits are greatly appreciated. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

JDKX opportunities will exist in the future; however, it is unlikely that 
JDKX alone could offset the substantial growth in traffic demand that will 
occur in the future. TDM was not included as a supporting element with 
the build alternatives primarily because these measures would have 
done very little to address the existing and projected needs in the study 
area and they received minimal support relative to other proposed 
improvements. 
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Response to Comment #33 (continued) 

Voluntary TDM applications are an important component of the 
transportation needs of any community, and they should be 
incorporated at appropriate levels as determined by the local 
communities and employers. TDM measures are recommended for 
consideration as part of all future local and regional planning efforts. 

We have addressed your specific numbered comments as follows: 

1. In section 2. 11 funding from TEA-21 for pedestrian/bicycle 
improvements was added, including reference to the web site. 
Please seethe second full paragraph under this section of the FEIS. 

2. Discussion on induced demand {Section 4.3.1 of FEIS) has been 
expanded based on the web sites you recommended to include a 
more detailed definition. 

3. In Table 4-5 changed pedestrian/bicycle rating for Alternative 2 to 
"acceptable." 

4. The index has been redone to be more useful. 

5. The area around Eorestvale is designated a Transition Area (D) in 
the Lew/5 & Clark County Comprehensive Draft Plan (2000) as wel 
as in their new draft growth policy plan. See the discussion in 
Section 3.2.2.2 and see Figure 3-3 for more details. 

6. The Draft Non-K}otorized Transportation Plan was added to Table 
1-1. 

7. Section 3.8.1 of the DEIS and FEIS already lists (alphabetically) the 
top 10 employers in both Lewis & Clark County and Jefferson 
County. The number of employees was not available to us. No 
changes made. 



Response to Comment #33 (continued) 

8. The statistics cited classify all of Montana as ruraL 

9. Your comment is consistent with Section 5.4. 10 of the FEIS. Some 
minor clarification has been made to the text. Please see Section 
5.5.3.2 for a more detailed discussion. 

1 0. The expansion of the Capitol interchange should greatly improve 
emergency access in the hospital area. The underpass at Broadway 
will be sufficient for bicyclists and pedestrians which is consistent 
with similar improvements provided in other Montana 
communities. 

Phasing of the various improvements has not been determined at this 
time and will be based on funding priorities and coordination with the 
Montana Transportation Commission. See Section 2. 1 1 (Volume 1 ) of 
the FEIS for additional discussion. 
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Comment #34: Dick Thweatt, Plan Helena 



P L A N H 



April 5, 20D3 

1-15 Corridor Study, PMB 150 

2905 N. Montana Avenue 

Helena MT 59601 

[also tranamitted via email to: halouskatkgjc-b.conil 

Ttie location of new interchanges on 1-15 will more profoundly affed how flraater Helena and Hi© 
valley develop and wtiat type of community ws tiecoms than any plan, any policy oi any public official. 
We hope thai MDT vmII respect the consensus favoring Altomatiue 1 an-lved at by the MDT advisoiy 
committee and the local Trarsportation Coordinating Committee, We believe that ttie DEIS makes it 
deaf that Alternative 1 is much more consistent with the Lewis & County Growth Policy than Alternative 
2, But as far as wtiat wilJte built wtien, the DEIS leavQs both the public and MDT in the dart as to the 
impacts of varitiua alternatives for phasing of the various improvements. 

One can't help but wonder wtielher improving 1-15 is really that liigh a priority in the big picture of 
local transportation needs over the next 20 years, Theroadscrossingl-lSailhave mucii higher crash 
rates now than 1-1 5 itself. And what about fixing North Montana Avenue and ttie railroad grade 
separation and malfunction junction? The push to improve 1-15 seems driven by the availability of big 
pots of federal money for that facility, not a rational priority of our community's transportation needs. We 
request that MDT and the Montana Transportation Commission allow greater flexibility for funding 
improvement of local secondary higtiways In urtian areas that most need improvement. 

For that matter, how atxiut some effecfive transportalion demand management in our 
community? With a large percentage! of Hqlet>a's wori^ers employed by only a handful of big employers 
{e-g., the state, Blue Cross/Blue Shield, St. Peters Hospital) there is real potential for an effective 
program to encourage other ways to get there and back than the single occupancy uehiole. For 
example, measures such as alternative vrorh schedules to reduce peak traffic volumes and 
incentive/disincentive programs (e.g., charging employees for parking) could save taxpayers millions in 
transportation infrastructure. h/DT could take the lead in TDM for state employees, but is moving in the 
Opposite direction in abandoning its van pool instead of expanding it as pniposed by Try Another Way 
Slate Employees. The single occupant vehicle is a very costly addiction in a great many ways. 

As Plan Helena's representative on the advisory committee formed by the Montana Department 
of Transportation (MDT>, ! spent several days pouring over the draft environmental impact statement 
(DEIS) on pnaposed improvensnts to Helena's 1-15 corridor. The DEIS confirmed my opinion that a new 
interchange at Foreatvele Road is not in the best interests of the community for reasons of both 
transportation efficiency and responsible growth management. 

A substantial minority of MOTs 1-15 advisory committee still favored an interchange at 
Foraatvaleat its final meeting on Wednesday, March 12. But by the end of thai meeting, the Forestvale 
proponents agreed to go along wflth a consensus in favor of an interchange at Custer subject to two 
proviso's: (1 } that issues with emergency response time in the west valley should be addressed; and (2} 
that MDT should retain ownership of the right of way for an interchange at Forestvale Road. 

Here are some of the reasons why Alternative 1 (a new north Helena interchange ai Custer 
Avenue) is the best choice, (information gleaned from the DEIB has page references; others are my 
own observations and opinions.) 

Better East-West Connectivity 

Alternative 1 (new north interchange at Custer) would do the most to impnave east-west 
connedivityandreducethebanlereffectof 1-15. Ontheeast,an Interchange at Custer would 
enhance east-weMconnedivity between the airport area, U.S. Forest Sewice, Air National 
Guanj Center, and other employment centers in the airport area, soccer fields, tennis barn and 
areas served by York Road and Canyon Fery Road. On the west, an interchange at Custer 
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Coiranent #34 continued 



would improve access to the Montana/Custercomrrtercial district. Capital High School, the 
fairgrounds, Benton Avenue, and Green Meadow Road. (DEis Page-t-aa, 33. 34, Sec- i.e) An 
interchange at Custer would also connect majiy more tlestinairois for pedestrians and bicyclists 
than an interchange at Forestvale. 

• To the west, an interchange at Foreab/ale would lead to a low-density residential netghtwrhood 
and to Green Meadow Drive. Forestvale Road woM need major improvement to handie the 
increased IrafTic, 

■ On tine east, an interchange at Forestvale would go nowhere, only to the easlside fronlage rciad 

with no existing plans for other connecting roads. An interchange at Foresb/ale would add an 
additional crossing of 1-15, but only a short distance south of an existing crcssing at Sierra Road. 
It would really not improve east-west connectivity at all. 

More Efficient 

• An interdiange at Custer would reduce traffic on Cedar interchange 20% to alleviate oongestian 
there betterihan ftie iQ% reduction resulting from an interchange at Forestvale, but either 
Icxation would maintain an adequate leveT of sen/Ice at Ihe Cedar interchange through year 
2025. (P. 4-23] 

• For emergency response, an interchange at Custer would impnave system-wide traveT time 4%, 
same as an interchange at Forestvale. 1P.+-29- 31; Figures 4-9.10. ii) 

• M iriterchange at Custer vaufti provide Injck access to large retail stores in Custer/ruiontana 
district, "a rnajofaccess location for trucks." An interchange al Forastuare vwuld tBtifKrease 
threiugh truck route options or improve access to major laicklng destinations. (P. 4-38) 

An interchange at Custer would be used 1.7 times more thart ore at Forestvale- Apprciximalely 
44,000 daily vetticle trips are projected to use the i>ew Custer fnterchange in 2025 as compared 
to 26,000 daily for Forestvale. (P. 4-14: S4.3.3 2) 

• Greater reductions of both total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and total vehicfe hours (raveled 

(VHT) reflect greater system-wide efficiertcy for an interchange at Custer. An interchange at 

Custer would reduce total VMT 0.1% more than an interchange at Forestvale as compared to the 

No Action Alternative in 2025. An interchange at Custer would reduce lotal VHT 0.3% more than 

an interchange at Forestvale as compared lo the Mo Action alternative in 2025. An interchange 

at Forestvale would reduce VWT and VHT on afierial and cc^lector roads slightly more than an 

inteichange at Custer, but this reductfon is offset t>y a larger increase in VMT and VHT on the 

highway- Small percentage changes in VMT and VHT are considered meaningful. (P. 4^15: Tabie4-i- 
p. 4-18: Table 4-3> 

Smarter growth management 

A new Custer interchange would attract development to an area adjacent to cfty limits that could 

efficiently be served by city water, sewer, firefighters, police and a dense network of connecting 

streets. 

Custer would sen*e gn existing and expanding Dommeicial district adjacent to the urtjan area and 

promote infill developmem. Extension of urban infrastructure in this area could happen soon. 

* The Lewis & Clark County Growth Policy identifies the area north of Custer as Area C, an urtran 

development area. "An area north of Helena (within one mile, roughly between 1-15 and Green 
Meadow Drive) was idenlified as an Urban Development Area due to the present development 
and annexation trends. This area has few environniental constraints, and is within City of Helena 
planned service areas for water supply and wastewater treartmant." (Growth poiswRgwifflv Draft l/is/os 
Vol. I, p. 11-15] 

Shifting developmertt further north to Ihe Forestvale area is a bad idea. The Forestvale area is 
not ready for the type of development that would be attracted by an interchange What roads 
there are in the area, especially Forestvale Road, are extremely inadequate and would require a 
large investment of taxpayer money lo benefit relatively few local residents and real estate 
entrepreneurs. 
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Comment #34 continued 



♦ The Forestwale area is beyond the 20 year planning horizon for a public waler or sewer, 
Disposal of waste uuateron site would be problematic arid co$tiy du$ to Sliallow groundwaler and 
flooding. As ttie DEIS says "Additionally, current infrastructure may better support the Custer 
Avenue and South Hefena jnlercFian^es. wtille a Forestvale Road ijilerchange may require more 
physical and fiscal resources to expand the necessary utility, sanitation, and water systems.' (p 

5-1QQ, Sec. 5.29.31) 

■ The Lewis & Clark County growtti pdicy identifies the area near Forestvale Road as Area D, the 

West Valley. It states "The designation of this West Valley as a Transitional Development Area 
recognizes 1tie existing development pattern and anticipates the need for upgrading and 
extension of infrastnjctyre to accomnnodate additional infill development. PlarningwilJ r>eedlo 
address the following issues: traffic congestion and safety concerns, incorporatfon of multiple 
modes of transportation, opportunities of existing infrastructure, and its efficient extension, 
efficient land utilization, environmental constraints of flood plains, pnatection of water quality, and 
creation of mixed-use neighborhoods." (Gro*thPoicyf?e*tewdrafiin5/Oi3,Vai.i,p ii-it) As County 
Connmisstoner Muray confinned at the March 12 meeting, this planning has yet to be done- 

• With an Interchange at Forestvale. "Commercial and eoonomic development may occur in areas 
designated as Transition Areas for future infrastructure expansion, thus requiring the expenditure 
of funds not pn^grammed or anticipated at the present." (P.S-1S) 

* Custer would promote development on the edge of the existing urtianarea, promote infill 
development, induce future community facilities and businesses to locate In the central and 
southern portion of the study area. (p.5-idi This would help maintain a more compact, cohesive 
urban area that is more effideni for transportation, water, sewer, natural ga?, and ether utilities, 
more efficient for police and fire protection, more efficient for schools. A more compact 
community greatiy facilitates alternate modes of transportation, such as bicycles, Vialking and 
public transit, and these modes can reduce driving and the need for more costly Iranspcrtation 
infrastructure. This greater efficiency means lower taxes and better local govemment senrices. 

Lbss eriviron mental damage 

• The DEIS says it well: °By directing growth to communities wtiere people already live and unrh, 
the nurtiber of new paved and Other impen/iouE surfaces that cover the landscape can be 
limited, making existing communities more attractive, and discouraging new infrastructure that 
alters natural hydrologic functions and increases taxpayer burdens. Smart growUi strategies 
generally entail integrating planning and incentives with Infrasrtructure investrnents to revitalize 
existing communitres, prevent leapfrogging sprawl, provide more transportation choices, and 
protect open space," (p. mds. 5 26.4) 
The area near Forestvale is highly susceptfble to liquefataion in the event of an eartlnquake- (p.s- 

An interchange would directly Impacl 23 acres of "prime farmland" and indirectiy Impact much 

more such land by development induced ljy the interchange. (P. s-S) 

D^elopment in this area could increase njnoff from impervious sources and poltute surface 

waters such as Tenmile Creek and adversely affect aquatic life. (P. s-iCa S«. 5,26.3,21 

More on-site septic systems could contaminate groundwater and water wells. "Effluent from 

individual septic systems containing nitrates and pathogenic microorganisms can result in 

collective adverse health effects over time." <p. s-ios) 

An interchange at Custer would result in cleaner air. An interchange at Forestuaie would 

increase VWT by 15.5% over the No Action Altemallve in 2025 compared to 13% for Custer. 

Increased V¥T results in more veliiclB emissions arri air pollutfon. In addition, if large 

commerx:iai devdopments were lo be built near a new Fore^ale interchange, even more traffic 

and air pollution would result from people from town driving out to shop and work In the new 

stores and offices. 

Impacts from noise would be minimal in the Custerarea, A Custer interchange would be in the 



airport influence zone and already very noisy. Forestvale would vastly increase traffic along 
Forestvale Road destroying the relative quiet tranquility ofa low density residential 
neighborhood. The neighborfioods near Forestvale Road would experience "a substantia 
increase in rwise levels greater thar^ -13 dBA." (p. s-26) 
' However, an interchange at Forestvale would shift more traffic off other arterral, collector and 

local roads and streets and onto to 1-15 and may benefit some other tl^ghborhoods. (P. 4-17518) 

To sum up (finallyl). an Interchange at Forestvale would attract large scale development and 
generate traffic in an area that may be unsuitable for such development and definitely vwii not be ready 
for it in the near future. An interchange at Custer wfli better serve our community In tenns of greater 
transportation efficiaicy and a more sustainable pattern ot devetopment. 

Thank you for preparing this new EIS wbich succeeded in informing the public and our 
community leaders concerning the praliiems with an interchange at Forestvale. I think that Carter 
Burgess did an excellent job of creating and managing the advisory committee. We can only hope that, 
this time, the consensus achieved by our community will be respected by MDT and the "Transportation 
Commission and that Alternative 1 vinll be selected. 




Pbn Helena 
April &, 3003 
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Response to Comment #34 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Many of the issues and concerns raised in your letter are similar to those 
addressed in Comment #1 8. Please refer to our Response to Comment 
#1 8 for a more complete discussion of these topics. In addition, "smart 
growth" was looked at in the general context of predicted growth in the 
area, and the impacts of the various alternatives. 

Phasing of the various improvements has not been determined at this 
time and will be based on funding priorities and coordination with the 
Montana Transportation Commission. See Section 2. 1 1 of the FEIS for 
additional discussion. 

Again, we thank you for your active participation in the development of 
the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS and your positive comments on the process 
followed for the project. 
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Coimnent #35: Maria Larson 



April 6, 2002 

Mark Studt. Project Manager 
Montana Department of Transportation 
2701 Prospect Avenue 
Helena, Montana 59601-9746 

Dear Mr. Studt: 

I want to thank you and the other staff and officials of MDT, the FH A, the city of 
IlelenaandLewisandClarkCounfy, and the consultant, Carter Burgess, on all the worit 
you have done on tlic 1- ] 5 Corri-dor study process and pubUc outreach. I know that it has 
taken a lot of time and effort aod you should be pleased at the quality of the study 
process. 

Thia letter Is intended to convey my support for Alternative I of the alternatives 
under consideration. As I understand. Alternative 1 is the new South interchange Custer 
interchange, improvements to the existing interchanges, Broadway underpass for 
pedestrian/bike access, etc. Alternative 1 addresses much more clearly Helena and the 
Helena valley's needs and is more consistent with city and county growth policies 
intended to minimize the long-term financial and environmental impacts of development. 
Alternative 2, which I understand includes the proposed Forestvale exchange, is not 
consistent with city/county growth policies which will help mitumize the economic and 
envjionmental impacts of growth. Alternative 2 will impose additional tax burdens on 
the local area to support transportation investment that is not clearly needed, but is clearly 
environmenially unsound. 

Second, I support incorporating pedestrian and bike facilities into the projects lo 
the maximum extent physically possible. Helena and the area of the county adjacent to 
Helena, has some pedestrian ^d bike facilities, but there are signilieant gaps in the 
system. If the opportunity to include pedesfrian/bike facilities is taken up in these 
projects, we will go a long way to filling in these gaps. Tlie surveys that 1 am aware of, 
going back to the original implementation of the ISTFA planning process, all show very 
strong support forpcdcstrian/bike facilities. On a less scientific level, even our 
fragmented, less than quality pedestrian/bike system, still seems to get a iot ofu.se. A - 
better system would cenainly be used more. On a related note, besides supporting 
pedestrian/bike infrastructure investment, I want to support continuation and expansion 
of other transporlalion demand management policies and programs within 1 lelena and 
surroimding region to ensure that these investments in roadway infrastmcture are not 
quickly ovcr-mn by traffic grovrth. 

I appreciate youi lime and attention. Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely, 



Response to Comment #35 






«-Cr- 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

All improvements under the Preferred Alternative include pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities were strongly 
supported during the public involvement process. Local jurisdictions are 
encouraged to continue with plans for more improvements. 

TDM measures are recommended for consideration as part of all future 
local and regional planning efforts. 



Maria- Larson 
1529 Laurel Street 
Helena, MT 59601 
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Comment #36: Nancy Pitblado 



Response to Comment #36 



Studt, Mark 



From: Nancy Pilblado [npitblado@ml,net] 

Sent: Monday^ April D7, 2003 12:43 AM 

To: mstudtigslale.mt.us; gambrillKW@c-h com 

Cc: halousk8ik@c-b.cam 

Subject: Comment on 1-15 Corridor Study Alternatives 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 



April 7. 2003 M 5 Corridor Study, PMB 150 

2701 Prospect Ave. Helena MT 59601 

In my capacity ss a member of ttie consolidated Lewis and Clark Planning Board, i would like to express my 
person alsLfpporl for Alternative 1 from tne Draft EIS. The Planning Board has submitted comments (in which I 
Concur fully) but I wanted to provide my personal viewpoint as well. 

Very likely this tliis decision wilt affect bovj greater Helena and the valley develop even more than our growth 
policy. The Planning Board has recently spent many months revising this policy. Alt, 1 fully supports the old and 
tg-be-revised growth policy, particularly Its goals to encourage growth where ciV services and infrastructure are 
available, and 1o preserve our open space and agrlcjitural lands. 

In the last year ttie Board tias had rrrany large subdivision requests for the North Valley. There is always a 

question of lack of infrastructure (roads, schools, water, lack of sewers, etc) and no money to address them. We 
try to "mitigate" these prolilems, but in an arid state like Montana, *he options are limited and, in my view, 
unacceptabiB far the most part- 
Two new subdivisions have been pretposed near Cjster, wtiere city services are available. Also the new Padbury 
proposal to ttie east of 1-15 has city services nearby, Ttiese three proposals will go a long way toward providing 
mom for additional growth in a responsible manner. Alternative 1 is fully supportive of these latter proposals 
fwhere infrastructure exists) and Alt, 1 does nothing to encourage more subdivisions in the North Valley. This is 
extremely important because, as we all know, a new highway Interchange {like Forestvale, Alt 2) will stimulate 
develoopment around It. This would be contrary to the enisling and proposed growth plan and to the views of the 
majority of people that had Input to the development of the growth plan (it had e:<ten5ive public Inpul}. 

The choice of Custer rather than Forestvale is cri1ica3. The various other parts of the alternatives 1 and 2 are 
excellent and I commend the parties for some creative thinking on solving our many other transportation 
problems. Improvements in tiie existing Interchanges, a Broadway pedestrian underpass, and provision for a 
south interchange (critical for the Padbury proposal among other things) are excellent, I am particularly pleased 
that access to the Hoapilal will be improved, The public input for this 1-15 EIS was excellent and the alternatives 
were clearly presented - a job well done. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy P'ltblado 
1122 Garfield St 
Helena MT 59601 

N pllbl a doS5mt.net 
406 449,0333 
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Comment #37: Pat Foster 



Comment #37 continued 



Sludt, Mark 



Frtwn: Foster, Pat 

Sent; Monday, April 07, 2003 2:37 PM 
To: Siudl, Mark 

Cc: Briar Shovers; Carol Stnzich: Curtis Larsen; Joiin Wi>eeier; Jue Sing; Lynda Blades; Micinaei 

Suliivsn; Monte Nick; Rebecca Cooper; Rebecca Docl^ter Engs&om; Rebecca Ridenour; Ron 
Wilson; Sally Hilander; Scott McCollougli; Sundi West (E-msilJ; TJ Abbenhgus; Tom Stuber 

Subject: TAW3E Comments 1-15 DEiS 
April 7, 2003 

Mark Studt, Project Manager 
Montana Departmeni of Tratisportatioti 
2701 Prospect Avenue 
Helena. Montana 59601-9746 

Deac Mr. Sludt: 

The Tiy Another Way State Employes Taskforce, (TAWSE), ig a group of volunteer State Employees 
madeiep of representatives from each ofthe Montana State Agencies. 

TAWSE was established under Gubernatorial Executive Order 6-94 to hielp reduce the impact of stale 
employees workday travel. TAWSE volunteers work to promote and facilitate walking, biking, car 
pooling, van pooling, and ptlblic transportation among state employees. These efforts help to lower 
maintenance costs on streets and road3> decrease traffic congestion and reduce pollution while 
promoting healthier life styles. 

Tn TAWSE's review of the 1-15 DEIS, we are extremely pleased to see the overall attention afforded 
alternative travel modes in both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. Both alternatives express the need to 
safely actommodatc waiting and biking as well as the need to remove [-1 5 as a harrier to those who 



waDc and bike. 

In the TAWSE analysis of which alternative best addresses the mission of the organii^tion, we have 
unanimously chosen to support Alternative 2, (Forestvale), for the foilowing reasons. 

1 . Establishing an interchange at Custer Avenue as indicated under Alternative 1 would further 
compress and congest the traffic in the Frontage Road / York Road area and create additional 
eonmiuting problems for the East Helena Valley, York, Lakeside and Canyon Ferry Road. 

2. Altemalive 1 would exacerbate the ccmtinuing congestion at the Montana Avenue and Custer Avenue 
intersection and further depade the areas safe accessibility to alternative travel modes. 

3. Alternative 1 would advance, ralherthanreduce, commuter traffic volumes along Montana Avenue 
between Cedar and Sierra Road causing furdicr deterioration of sale bicycle and walldng opportunities 
in the area. 

4. Alternative 2 would serve to divert more trafGc from Montana Avenue to 1-15, providing better long- 
range disttibutioii oflrafru;. 

5. Alternative 2 has the strong potential to stimulate an additional east-west corridor for the East Helena 
Valley, which would provide better distribution of traffic making all of the affected area safer for 
motorized and non-motorized travel modes. 

5. Alternative 2 would provide additional alternate routing for enhanced use of the Frontage Road and 
help mitigate the traffic load on Montana Avenue. 

Another area that TAWSE would like to comment on is the importance of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM), as brought forth in Chapter 4, Pages 41 -43 of the DEIS. 
As noted in the study, TDM provides effective focus and forum for helping to more successfully 
implement the changes the Study recommends. Funding and support for a Helena based Transportation 
Management Association, (TMA), should be an integral part of the final EIS. This would greatly help to 
ensure that implementation of either alternative is effected in close oongrcGS with the overall 
transportation needs of the community as well as help to eanhance resource for obtaining alternative 
funding for improved traffic management in the Helena area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft environmental impact sttidy. Please feel free fo 
contact me should you require any clarification in regard to ttie comments provided here. 



■ Patrick L Foster, TAWSE Chazr 

Try Another Way Slate Employees Task Force 
P.O. Box 4210 , in Sanders Street. 
Helena. MT 59604 

(406) 444-4130 
pfosle r@state. mt.us 
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Response to Comment #37 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The six points are addressed in one response. In very general terms, the 
population/employment of the Helena Valley is forecasted to grow by 
about 50% by 2025. This resulted in about a doubling of traffic volumes 
using the major roadways in Helena by 2025 (regardless of the 
alternative). The design of both build alternatives considered the 
increased traffic load so that the Custer interchange would be sized to 
accommodate 2025 traffic volumes. Therefore, improvements are 
included with the Custer interchange alternative to improve the area east 
of the proposed interchange {York Road, Washington St., Frontage 
Road). 

As discussed in Chapter 4.0 of the DFIS, with all alternatives {including 
No-Action) the traffic volumes at the Custer/N. Montana Avenue 
intersection will be nearly the same and require generally the same level 
of improvements- The traffic volume on N. Montana Avenue was not 
substantially reduced with Alternative 2 compared to Alternative 1, both 
volume levels will be high enough that the congestion levels will be 
similar with either build alternative. In fact, the traffic volumes on N. 
Montana Avenue near Forestvale Road would increase in Alternative 2. 
Whether traffic volumes increase on the east side Frontage Road or on 
N. Montana Avenue, the traffic volumes on each roadway in all 
alternatives (including No-Action) are at levels that would indicate 
further improvements should be considered, such as turn lanes, traffic 
signals, minor or major widening, etc., so there may not be an 
advantage to routing traffic to the Frontage Road versus to N. Montana 
Avenue. 



Response to Comment #37 (continued) 

The FIS fully considered the available community plans, and none of 
those plans identified an east-west road corridor on Forestvale (beyond 
what is already constructed). 

JDK\ opportunities will exist in the future; however, it is unlikely that 
TDM alone could offset the substantial growth in traffic demand that will 
occur in the future. TDM was not included as a supporting element with 
the build alternatives primarily because these measures would have 
done very little to address the existing and projected needs in the study 
area and they received minimal support relative to other proposed 
improvements. Voluntary TDM applications are an important 
component of the transportation needs of any community, and they 
should be incorporated at appropriate levels as determined by the local 
communities and employers. TDM measures are recommended for 
consideration as part of all future local and regional planning efforts. 
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Comment #38: Norm Mullen 



Response to Comment #38 



Studt, Mark 



From: Lee hayes [leonthehJs@hotmaif.cam] 
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2003 4:5S PM 
To: rnstjdt@sta1e.ml,us 

Subject: 1-15 study EIS 

Ddar Mr. Studt: 

I am writing to comment on the 1-1 5 study. I support a Cusler alternative and oppose a Foreslvale project. If an 
intersection most be built, it makes sense to build it near the city, where service exist or are close by. Please do 
not encourage leap-frog growirth and sprawl by building an Interchange at Forestvale. 

I support the comments submitted by Plan Helrena. 

I urge VOL to require adequate bicyde paths and njutes. The Cedar and Hwy 12 overpasses are very difficult and 
dangerous 1o use on a bicycle, especially in winter. Please make wide and safe bicyde routes an integral part of 
any new interchanges. 

Thank you, 

Nomi Mullen 
/Harrison Ave. 
Helena MT 59601 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes a new interchange at Custer Avenue, has 
been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. All 
improvements under this alternative include safe and wide pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities. 
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Comment #39: Keith Carparelli 



Response to Comment #39 



Studt, Mark 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 



Mark, 



ruAgrJz@;ie1scape.net 

Monday, April 07. 2003 1 1 :47 AM 

mstudtigstate.mt.us 

1-1 5 Corridor Comment 



A3 a daily aser oE the 1-15 corridor and likewiae a victim of the congeeted infrastructure 
at the capic&l interchange I am very concerned, about the options and the phases of any 
build alternative associated wicii Che project. I use tie Montana city and capital 
interchange daily on my commute from Montana City and encounter the dangerous conditions 
of the capital interchange every day. A non'-build is not a real option in my opinion and 
should, not even, be considered. This has been let go until it is a crisis and it will be 
worse betore any eeal gains can be seen from projects. T have been a resident of Helena 
since 197S ard have seen the steady growth .^verwhelra the infrastructure with eolutione 
always being to-little to-late. 

1 Eiupport Alternative 1, pi-Cr/ided that su.££icient bikeyped infrastructure are present. My 
experience in the past is tliat alternative ttansfjorbation usually get forsaken in Helena 
for some reason. Other options such as a park and ride or Bomething other mode of 
transportation from the Montana City and Morch Valley area could solve much of the 
conjestion too with an immediate impact. Of all the options that will solve some of the 
coniestion at the capital interchange finishing the frontage road from montana city would 
have the most iminediate gains (in my opinion) . I believe itwst of the traffic toOuld move 
from 1-15 to the frontage road for those who go to the capital complex or like me to the 
higher ed bu-ilding/hospital area. This has an obvious impact on broadway and wynnm 
Streets, how-ever moat of the traffic is already there, just the access point is changed. 

1 am very concerned about iaeuee a farestvale exit (alternative 2) would cause with gcowth 
and therefore inf rustructure ol sewage treatment etc. A potable waLer system will also be 
a huge issue as wells quickly dry up or get contaminated. Custer avenue is already a huge 
area of retail growth and with Home depot etc. the overpass and traffic in that area will 
be overwhelming if that ie not part o£ Che near tern fix. Cuater also lends itaelf well 
Co a corridor to hwy 12 west later on. 

I 15 is a huge barrier to thoae of us who bike or walk. There are no safe ways to cross 
it at this point. r use the underpass on boulder street frequently and think if paved it 
would solve the same problem as a broadway underpass CoiT biRes/peds and some traffic 
without the cost. This -would be a quick easy fix for bike/ped. 

Thanks for the opportunity to commeat. Again if you are counting the support I am 

definitely in favor of alternative 1, with sufficient ti.ks ped facilities. 

sincerely 

Keith Carparelli 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

Bicycle/pedestrian facilities are included as part of every reconstructed 
or new crossing of 1-1 5 in the corridor. 
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Comment #40: Robert Rasmussen 



April 7, 2003 



Mark Studt 

Ml' Dept. of Transportation 
2701 PiDspcct Avenue 
Helena. MT 5!>fiOl 

Subject: Comments on Draft EIS for 1-15 Corridor 

Mr. Studt: 

Please consider the following comments on the Draft EIS for the 1-15 Corridor. In addition to 
these comments, there arc a number of errors, omissions, or typos that occur in the document. It 
is Coo labor-intensive to list them all here, but it wuuld improve the credibility ofthe document 
to give it a thorough proof. 

1 . Based upon the two alternatives presented, it appears that Alternative 1 provides the most 
benefit to the system and is the most compatible with locally adopted comprehensive plans, 
capital imprc>vejTienl plans, and other documents. However, the scale and expense of cither 
alternative is so large as to render them politically/economicaUy unfcasihle. It will be important 
to develop a phased approach to implementation so that individual elements can be completed 
in a transportation -efficient and cost-effective man]ier. The timing and sequencing of phases 
will need to be evaluated so that the incremental improvements complement the system and do 
not create adverse impacts elsewhere in the system, In fact, some incremental ImprovemenL'^ 
may be effective enough to improve the LOS sufficiently to allow time to develop the additional 
funding necessary for complete implementation. 

2. The Broadway underpass is a very cost efficient impiovement and I was disappointed to see 
it fall out ofthe mix of supporting dements. This is one of those improvements that would 
have multiple benefits of connectLvily across the 1-15 barrier. Previous traffic modeling 
indicated thai it would also provide significant benefits to the Capitol interchange; however, 
traffic calming devices may be neees&ary to mitigate potential impacts to Jocal neighborhoods. 

3. There is an improvement described as the Railroad Avenue extension (Helena Area 
Transportation Plan) that has not been included as a supporting element. This is an urban 
arterial cormection that would provide an improved connection between the east and west sides 
of I-l 5, utihzing an alignment under the railroad overpass north of the Capitol interchange. 
This connection would create another route under the Interstate to reduce congestion at the 
Capitol interchange. It would also provide excellent access to an area designated for 
development in commimity plans. 

4. TDM does not seem to be adequately addressed. It s.eems that this approach could have 
significant impact on peak travel pciiods, which is when LOS declines and for which 
improvements are designed. Current congestion at the Capitol and Cedar St. interchanges is 
greatest during rush hours. If MDOT and the local governments cooperatively embraced TDM, 
the existing infrastructure or scaled back designs ofthe altenjatives ooutd achieve improved 
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Comment #40 continued 



LOS. Given the huge price lag for the proposed iniprovemenfSj I think this approach could be 
further evaluated and additional supporting TDM elements included. 

5, The cost estitrtates are mind-boggling, given the historic and anticipated availability of 
financial resources. I seems that few of the improvements would ever be constructed under 
curreat flinding structures. Are the cost estimates accurate? Is the assessment of funding 
alternatives accurate? 

6. Although the Fot^stvaie interchange is not an effective or appropriate system impruvement 
at this tjjue, it is possible that this facility will have value beyond the current planning horizon. 
Therefore, tlie already acquired r-o-w should be kept in State ownership and not declared 
surplus property. This would preserve the investment to date without creating an ill-timed 
improvement that docs not conform, with local planning documents. 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 



Robert Rasmussen 
325 Holier Street 
Helena. MT 59601 
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Response to Comment #40 



Response to Comment #40 (continued) 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

We have addressed your six numbered comments as follows: 

1 . As noted above. Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final EIS. While preliminary'' assumptions of cost 
for the complete package of improvements are beyond MDT's 
projected revenue stream, every effort will be made to work with 
city and county officials and with the private sector to identify 
additional sources of funding. As you suggest, incremental or 
phased improvements will be carefully considered by MDT during 
the design process to help maximize the effectiveness of all available 
funds. 

2. The traffic flow that a Broadway underpass would serve can also be 
served, although not as directly, by other methods, including the 
improvements planned for the Capitol interchange and the Colonial 
Drive connection. 

3. The Railroad Avenue/Boulder Avenue connection under 1-1 5 was 
explored with the city of Helena. The city had previous pursued 
acquiring right-of-way along the Railroad Avenue alignment but 
dropped the pursuit due to difficulties. In the traffic forecasting 
completed for this EIS, the connection was not forecasted to carry a 
substantial traffic volume, not nearly enough to offset increases in 
traffic at the Capitol interchange. The roadway underpass of 1-1 5 at 
Boulder Avenue will remain open and will actually be enhanced 
when the 1-15 bridges over the railroad are replaced. Therefore, 
there will be no impediments to the city reconsidering an improved 
connection in the future. 



4. TDM opportunities will exist in the future, however it is unlikely that 
TDM alone could offset the substantial growth in traffic demand that 
will occur in the future, so it would not be possible to scale-back any 
designs that have been developed. 

5. The preliminary assumptions of costs prepared for this EIS are 
intended to be conservative. The cost assumptions presented in the 
DEIS have been adjusted downward (see Table 2-4 in the FFIS) to 
reflect more accurate local costs for asphalt, traffic control and 
contingencies. These assumptions are subject to further refinement 
as the design of each improvement is more fully defined. 

6. The Department of Transportation intends to retain the right-of-way 
near the Forestvale Road interchange location for the foreseeable 
future. 
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Comment #41: Clark Pyfer 




Public Hearing 
Marcii11,2003^ 



J/ 



'///ay 



COMMENT SHEET 



^ » I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the-l-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
It' ^ Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: , ■ . : ' 



^ j:^^^^'^^.^^.^^.-^ 



' S ^^^Z^^X^ <^.^^^^d^^'U-s^y 



^"M^.^^ ^■C'^^^,<^^4^ ^u,,£..^y^/:^..,^ 




-^i^t-' 



9^£e¥r.^Si_^ , 







\d^^^ ^■z-'.yi^ j€^.,t.^^Ji^ '^ 



^^'it'^Z^ -^^^.^5^..<g;g^^j^^.y:^ 









-^^./^-g-^l^ 







Response to Comment #41 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The intent of the public hearing is to provide an opportunity for 
members of the public to make comments and ask questions. 
Subsequent to the hearing and the end of the comment period (April 7, 
2003}, consensus was reached in supporting Alternative 1 as the 
Preferred Alternative to be identified in the FEIS. 




Name: 



d/:M:^ fy/=^^^<^ 



Address: X^ ^^ 1^- ^^ ^ ^f^j^^ 



Phone: 



: ^^O l-P^^-^^-^'^ 



e-mail: 



{above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/459-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 



74 



IINTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mdnlana City to Lincoln Road 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #42 : Nevin Guderian 



Response to Comment #42 



Public Hearing 
Marciill.2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 



f>y -^O ^..,^<'C.*Z^ -<>/ ^^7t.4..C.d^--fvt.^ ^^ 






^ .^^ ------ 



^ /^.^ .„^1^ ^^ 



J ^ ^ rtA L .^.ga, t^i^t-£m 



^ht/f^^Y , ^» ^ 



^ 



U-tA/t^ 



-<>»^-r»-^^- , 






^fejln fJLt^.^^JJ ^^^ . iT-^ALLLi-tytJ' ■/iitl^ -c^ ^ 



1^ ^ 



-^iC^'-^rf^ 







The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The Forestvale location was selected over the Sierra location for a 
potential interchange due to adverse impacts that freeway ramps would 
cause on and near Sierra Road to the school, park and a historic 
property- 
Proposed Custer reconstruction would include at least four lanes on 
Custer plus appropriate turn lanes at intersections. 



Name: A^,^^ /^L^^_^M.^X^yx^ 



Address: /7^^ 3^0, ^^/ /Jju..^^. /^T £9C25- 



Phons: ^9'M^4 



^"'"^''- f&Uyv-pj'.^mau'l MoyilA..^. i >»rL- 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouslcatk@c-b.com . 

dki DfKaimsmeVib^GtinntorSIuJy^CammenlCanimannloc 
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Comment #43: Anonymous 



Comment #43 continued 



Your Coa/vments 



P ease take a few minutai to fiiMn the information on your awareness ond understanding of the preliminary 
alternatives. Simply check the boxes (and write ony additional comments on the bac)c|, fold and fasten to- 
gether, and mail back to us. Your comments are important and will be used in the further refinement and 
evaiuatron of these alternatives. 

Question #1 : How well do you understand the four prefiminary alternatives under consideration for the 
1-15 corridor? (cheek one box) 



n 



Understand 
Well 



n 



UndersfantJ 
a Little 



n 



Don't 
Understand 



□ Don't Know Anything 
about the Study 



Q.UeStlOtt #2: How wall do you think the preliminary altvnatives oddrea the Irantportaliofl issues in the /-/y' 
jl-lSjarridor? (cljeck one Iwy) ^Q^^ ^€u4 .■'C<>^ -^^ <i.Uv „^<*^ --e^J^/^^i---"^:^ 



I I ^dres! I I Address /siues | | Don't Ac/drejs 



Issuer We/f 



D 



' tittle 



I ^Don' 
I 1 issue 



□ Don't Know if the/ 
Ac/dress Issues 



Question #J: which preliminary ailernativo location do yoo fhinic best addresses the transportation 
issues in the 1-1 5 corridor? (you may check mora thon one box] 



n 



Northern AlternohVes 
(foreitvole or Custer) 



n 



Centrol A/tern otrve 
fCopitolJ 



□ Soothern Alternot;™ 
(Saddle) 



Question #4: Are otiier improvements needed in the I-I5 corridor? [check all that you think are needed) 

IXI ti"'?''' I"'«^chanse Jjreroven«rfs,^^ -^^1^^ -^t^^AP ' ^£^ ^.jIju^ MLt^ ' 
Franfoge Rood Eajfof /-J5 extended North <o I inco In Avenue 



I j Addihonal I-J5 lanes between Capitol and Cedar Street Interchanges 

I ''^1 Wpden Cedar Street to 5-Lanes befyreen 1-15 and N. Montana Avenue 
I )C\ Improve Boulder Avenue under 1-15 

I I flroadwoy Underpass 

I I Mantona City Inferchange Improvements 

I I Improve TrucA Route/Bypass between 1-75 and US 12 

I I Tronsit Routes ond ferlc-ond-fiide Locofions Ci^t^ h»^>^U^ 

I /\| SrdewolAs ond Bicycle (anes/Bjfceways of 1-15 Crossings 

1^1 Connecl/Pave the Fronfoge Road West of I-I5 to Coloniol Drive 

I I Carpools/Vanpools ond Flex-time Wfert Schedules 

I I Other: 



■rf^Tvotci^V 



Question #5: How valuable to you is liiis newspaper insert in learning more about the i-lS Corridor nroject' " 
(check one box) ' ~ 



Helpful 



I I Somewhot 



Helplol 



I I OftMe 



Vah 



I I Not Worth (he Time ■ 



or Expense 



Question #6; Do you hove additional comments, quesHons, or concerns about tile 1-15 corridor study thatyou 
want to share with the Project Team? 






Thanksl 

To comment hfrther, visit the project website at www.M SHelenaEIS.com or coll the project hoHine at 458-4789. 

fold hero 



Response to Comment #43 

The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 
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Comment #44: Anonymous 



Public Hearing 
March 112003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Comdor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 



Response to Comment #44 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

We apologize for any inconvenience or frustration caused by the audio 
equipment used at the public hearing. 




Ci^. U^zBjl.L^^ 



j^t^tJ- 



jL^^^'f^ oef7Mjr~- :tkji^ StQj^^ 



.•.UA>-^.A^ 







u jA /t.AJ An A ^j ^-^^^-^ 



(^Uljy- Jj'JjAj^. ^^.J" Jd^n.lA^ /T.ti4lJ^ -^-2)j>>j^7^ 
) ^ ^L^i^^^ ...ip^rs]—Ph. J^J>.^jj^,,^tj^ . 



_>h. 




■m.^ii ^ Jy>jL 



LA 



it^'^jM' -y Vi-oVt 









'JM 



—^-AXt 



Name: 



Address; 



Phona: 



e-mail: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
(l^aloijsl(atk@c-b.con. 

CiWy Docuin«i[ElclrtC»rWorSlua/Carp[i>^nrJta»uiwiLflQO 
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Comment #45: Dan Norderud 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 






/o 
















m)i^- j/oM^ i/^l^^^Jjo-yi^i^. -/ A 



S?4J-J^ 



^ 



^^ 






Response to Comment #45 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. Identification of Alternative 1 
does not preclude a future interchange at Forestvale. 



Name: j^^^) f Idt^de^uA 



Address: ^p^ frhu2^ Blu^ jJ^J^^ 

Phone: 



e-mail: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address or other side or fex to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

CiWy DoajflsntjtlrtCDnila^slLrtl^arirTMnftConimsnLcljc 
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Comment #46: John W. Herrin 



Public Hearing 
Nlarcii11,2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

1 have the following comments, questions or ryinnprnfi-ahniitthft l-15 Cnrririnri M^nf^na "^Ityfn 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: fr^if ^'Jit^^T'-^-^'^/' ^T^i^ 



n^ f^ 



v-n yj-? /i^^&^y. 



X 



//•^ 7b -g /^^.^ 






Co/^^u-Td's' Yh^^ ocjf^ (flier's '^o^e0>'iokU -t^j^ Ui^iJ^ 




i m p 9^ 



e. /^ 



HJil^ _jf -S^-^-aeg^^e- Jo^ry^^r 



/3o^ ~J7M»V.^fi<lr-'^ l^p ^ /miy Cjoy il2 St. li,4X^ ^a/ ^ 



/^ 






P^^e,ry\ifvar, ^ " /^'^ (\kA,,tdhA,iU ? -rf f'^i^/ \/^i U J^txs^ /?i 



Wq 






ame: O^o ^'^^^g^///^ 



Address: j^|^ ST^^ 3%^^^ Uik^^ STCo / 



Phone: f ^^/- y^ ^3 M v/£- ^■S<^ ^; e-mail: -/^a^/^ @ ^^f^ mf. >,<c^ 



(above information is optional) 



Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406M58-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

CMr DiWJjnienIBVlACariuor3[ud/Conit]^snL1CDmmflnl.cr« 



Response to Comment #46 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

1 1"' Avenue {US 12 outbound) was planned as three lanes in 
development of the alternatives to Capitol. This would essentially be 
restriping in the first one or two blocks west of the Fee Street signal. The 
intersection at Fee St/1 1"" Avenue will also have substantial 
improvements that allow more green-light time to be dedicated to 
eastbound 1 1"" Avenue traffic. 

Phasing of the various improvements has not been determined at this 
time and will be based on the availability of funding and coordination 
with the Montana Transportation Commission. See Section 2.1 1 of the 
FFIS tor additional discussion. 
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Comment #47: Mark Gerl 



Response to Comment #47 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Comdor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 

.X-'-H^tu^*^^^?-^ ,<X£,t,Ti^4^,.-^^ e^ji^c yu^cAe^ .('.o<^ .j^e/iXJi,. jt^/ /jaS-^ . 



""-tt a^..tr^ ^?x^, ^_. ,V/-gi>w^^ J<^^j^ Jy^^AJ^ Jd Ap<^^ 7^ ^ 






f^lS csty^. dJrlH^Ji^ ^^ £>-Uj^d;i^^ 



'^ntnn^ fii^^H^ ajj-i^^ jtKS jytn^j^yr^ ^^ 



Ai^yj^ AAxiM-^^-a :ti nm^ 



-A-a^tcA-l-Zt^ 



a-"-)^^!!^ 









Name 



= lUaJ.^. Ai^y./ 



Address: 



'■yo'a ^^d le.M. 






V 



■^)r 



Phone:yyj,c/^^^-;7 



e-mail: 



(above infonnation is optional) 

Mall comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C.lWy Oocuin*nUiitlj^Ca[Tiil[rEniiJvVCom(reiffiCcraman(.(toc 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The DEIS compared the potential traffic changes on Broadway with 
either build alternative against a No-Action Alternative. The potential 
traffic volume changes (increases and decreases} on Broadway and other 
streets in the hospital area are not substantial when compared to the No- 
Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted to continue growing 
in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-1 5 to provide a 
substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. These studies indicate that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The origin/destination studies also indicate that most traffic 
accessing the State Capitol offices via the Capitol interchange are using 
Prospect Street to Lamborn Street. 

Our studies, which very carefully considei'ed potential impacts to 
residential neighborhoods throughout the study area, do not indicate any 
significant changes in traffic volumes along Broadway or the surrounding 
neighborhood streets resulting from the 1-1 5 Corridor improvements 
described in the DEIS. Accordingly, we do not believe that traffic 
mitigation measures are required to offset impacts associated with our 
project. 
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Comment #48: Charlie McKenna 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Envircmmental Impact Statement: 

/^^^A'J^^. A^^ JZ~ .^ -7^J^/i~ ^^.^^^ S>4^^^ 







g»*5>^ — 






-A 



r>4^^^ ^.^ ~7^ J^yZ^ 






pJ-f'^Jn^-^^ 






>^<y7^^ 






^^.y^z^. 










^^^^'.^A^^Jf,^/^^:^^^. 



Address: ^^^^^^^^,;^,^^^^^^.^^,^^ ^y~ ^^^^/ 



Phone: ^gV^-;x^2?'^ 



^•'"^"g^^^^a^^.feg.^^/^.t^afrgs.^^^g^ - 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fex to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C. kMy DcKumoiiiiMLCti'ndiirSiLD/cciiriienrc^ciiriinBriLau 



Response to Comment #48 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

An important component in determining project phasing is knowing 
what the ultimate design will be for each of the proposed improvements. 
For larger and more complex improvements such as the Capitol 
interchange, phased construction will likely require several years, with 
some parts of the interchange being open before other parts. Phasing 
will be determined for each project based on available funding, ability 
to accommodate traffic during construction, priority needs within the 
corridor, and many other factors. We appreciate receiving your 
recommended prioritization. 
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Comment #49: R. Dunlop 



Response to Comment #49 



Public Hearing 
March 1X2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your comments on the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 
Alter very careful consideration of both build alternatives and the No- 
Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes the Custer interchange, 
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 



f' 



n£3J4vL_S_l£ 






■^i 



F d- r^sA 



Name: ^ XI UL-aaJIoY^^ 



Address: ,gg ^ ^ ^y^ /f/f^^/^H^ 4^aZ 



Phone: 



-M§^ 



«-mail: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C'My □KunonitfdtCoTidaiSUii^^Coinrieni^oinmfini.dK 
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Comment #50 : Chuck Watters 



Public Hearing 
March 112003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 




-as6. .^ x^^>/..z^ y a.^^ 



L-g-*-^-^ 



^^/7^. 5^ 



e,»?«-^ a,^a ,--ZfS^^^ 
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Response to Comment #50 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS tor many reasons, including those 
identified in your comments. 



^^^"^e: ri^.4 UJ.M^^^ 



Address: ^SfS' /^/^'^f /<'^^g /fe^.g^^ STSO/ 



Phone: ^^3 -^^^ 



e-mail; 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C:^ DoaJTiHnli^lConMofElLid/CominaffflComniaTtdQe 



83 



IIMTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mvnlana City to Lincoln Road 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #51: Robert W. Mullenix 



Response to Comment #51 



Public Hearing 
Marciill.2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 S Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 

Sgrvx^ a^s/rii^es X see, y/^ "^ka^ p(-^iejreA cUr-eJ^f^!'^ ^ 
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ns^ fr.r>^ g'^-/- ^^Je*^ -U SLJL Mi ^^, 
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>/c^ /rfe. 
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,cn'^<-<-^ '■^^iTK. '^<!;et_ «-^ Pi&^C^ft^'; 7f-v-0 f V-j-e-ci, ' t^^^iHC-^ 



Name: 



Address: 



Robert W Mullenix 

1 1 Crazy Mountain Rd 

Clancy MT 59634 



Phone: 



e-mail: 



fMdiaj^cs. cenir,. 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halousl(atl(@c-b.com. 

C IMy DoojmBibl^bCarEidcStuElylCDmmBrriCailinsrrLdoc 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

The proposed development area between 1-15 and US 12 {Southeast 
Helena Planning Area} may include some roadway connections that 
provide a portion of east-side roadway connections but no east side 
Frontage Road is proposed. The South Helena interchange connection 
was adjusted during the process to connect primarily to the west 
Frontage Road/Colonial Drive in order to serve the employment base in 
the hospital area and minimize traffic intrusion to residences along 
Saddle Drive. 



84 



IINTERSTATE 




CORRIDOR 



I Mdnlana City to Lincoln Road 



Public Heann$ Transcript and 
DEIS Comments and Responses 



Comment #52: Wally Bell 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concems about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 



C.^ :>Ay 2£^ ^c) • L^-^ -tk 



■g- r\f^e'^ 



C^r-/^ 






'^' 



Response to Comment #52 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 



Name: 



■■ (^-nlCy B^cr_. 



Address: ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^^ ^^ ^^^. 



Phone: ^^3 - ^^p/ 



s-mail: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b .com. 

C W/ [1ElaJ^T|0^rBl|llACDfriclDrS(LJ{fr^C<i^l^■B^nCan^■s^td« 
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Comment #53: Terry Dimock 



Public Hearing 
March 112003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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■yu^ ^^C^^^^g.^ - 
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C^7WWt^^4ry-\ uJtStA jiu-^ 



l^ 



A-iTT^i 






J. 



'A-A^.^. 



£^£^ 



Response to Comment #53 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

The potential traffic volume changes (increases and decreases) on 
Broadway or other streets in the hospital area are not substantial when 
compared to the No-Action Alternative. The hospital area is forecasted 
to continue growing in the future regardless of any improvements to 1-15 
to provide a substantial employment base at the east end of Broadway. 
Origin/destination studies conducted on Broadway during the EIS 
process determined that there is substantial traffic volume using 
Broadway to connect from the hospital area to downtown Helena and 
other locations in West Helena. These studies indicate that a substantial 
portion of the traffic volume on Broadway is not at all related to 1-15 
access. The South Helena interchange connection was adjusted during 
the process to connect primarily to the west side Frontage Road/Colonial 
Drive in order to serve the employment base in the hospital area and 
minimize traffic intrusion along Saddle Drive and other residential 
streets. 



Name: 



^AOu PyU-yyuy^Jr. 



Address: 1^-2^ f^bztf^S-^^^L S^. j /^-fc-^-^^-gl,- 



Phone: Cf^^-$0&'2^ 



e-mail: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

Gl^ Doajni0ntii\cti^CtMTldDrSlud]ACDmniifinGDn]rrenl.dcc 
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Comment #54: David S. Johnson 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 



I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 



2^-de^c^2^ 



iJ^iZ^J^ /'Ji.J^^l.^^-T^dgTi^ 
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^^-T'-'-^-j-^ .^jr-ji^y^yfe 
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Address: /-^/.g^-S;^ ^^ ?^^ ^i^^, Mt^ 



/fc-Z^^TV^ 



Phone: 3?Sc/^ /^e?M/\^er 



e-mail: -^^^2-3^/ C 



(above informatioiiis optional) 



H I IS opti o 



Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halousl<atlt@c-b.com. 

C Wy Dixuinen[AaXDrri[]DrSlu[]r\ComnitnnCommtrLd« 



Response to Comment #54 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The Capitol interchange reconstruction includes substantial 
improvements and new routes for inbound traffic to the hospital area. 
For outbound traffic, it was determined through the evaluation of several 
alternative configurations that the outbound traffic volumes could be 
accommodated by a combination of widening 1 1"" Avenue (westbound) 
to two lanes, and making improvements at the Fee Street/US 12 
intersection to allow free-flow tor the outbound traffic. Public road 
connections using a Broadway underpass were explored, but those 
alternatives were eliminated due to concerns about traffic impacts to the 
residential section of Broadway. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FFIS. 
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Comment #55 : Mike Hay 



Response to Comment #55 



Public Hearing 
March It 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the i-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lrncoin Road Environmentai Impact Statement: 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transpotlation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 



J- 



l/i^^^-^ 
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■■m^e //^v 
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= ^¥^/.nn 



e-mail: 



(above information is optionai) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-maii to 
haiouskatk@c-t].com. 

C *V D[ia]nianWrtflCafniJarStjd>lCnmmwiriCDinmHr±clcc 
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Comment #56: Tiffany Sauer 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 



J- llf/f ^aJ f^fiAl^Ud^A/.l^g/f 



MDKTsjM^am^ 
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Name 



= -IT^F-^aJ^ ^^un 



Address 






Phone: ^%J_S S^S^^U) 



a-mall: 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or ^x to 406/458-6236 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C.^y DoainiBri«1id>U;Dn|dGiSriBlyU;ruTimHnnCiinimflnLdDC 



Response to Comment #56 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

In the early stages of developing potential transportation improvement 
options, other frontage road connections and locations were discussed. 
Completion of the west side Frontage Road between Montana City and 
Colonial Drive was identified as the only location that effectively 
addressed the purpose and need for the project as described in Chapter 
1.0 of the Draft and Final FIS. 

Jefferson and Lewis & Clark Counties have worked jointly with MDTto 
establish an alignment and right-of-way for the west side Frontage Road 
that is directly adjacent to the 1-1 5 right-of-way, except at the far north 
end where it would reconnect to Colonial Drive. The realigned 
roadway is nearly completed as a county-standard gravel road, so the 
supporting element identified in the FIS is to pave the roadway to 
accommodate the traffic demand anticipated. At the South Helena 
interchange, the Frontage Road would re-align west about 750 feet to 
allow adequate distance between the Frontage Road intersection and the 
intersections for the ramps. MDT will conduct additional analysis of 
property impacts during final design to see if potential impacts of the re- 
alignment of the Frontage Road can be reduced. 

Speed limits along the completed west side Frontage Road will be set 
and enforced by the city or county with jurisdiction. Safety of both the 
motorist and persons living along the roadway are both considered in 
setting the posted limit. 
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Comment #57: Bernard L. Adams 



Response to Comment #57 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the t-15 Conidor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement; 



k)eiAS-f,'i <? -f?^ AnT/;^j'rC^< A,a:/ c^^^ /~^/^ -^ 
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Name: C:^(^t^K^ /L /<^^<> 



Addre3s:-3g^ S^/>f^e' C/ 



Phone: ffc^^ '^SB-^ffS' 



e-mail: ^<g/-x^e ^ Qu*C-AA^<U>^i^- 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
haiouskatk@c-b.com. 

C^iMjr DocjmsnU^cblCanSdorSlud/CLMnnBrinCQmineriLdac 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Neither alternative provided a substantial benefit to traffic on N. 
Montana Avenue when compared to the No-Action Alternative. Both 
alternatives increase the traffic use of 1-1 5; the increase with Custer is 
greater. Each alternative includes improvements to 1-15 such as auxiliary 
lanes to mitigate the impact of increased traffic. 

Some property acquisition is likely going to be required at the Custer 
interchange as described in Section 5.3.6. 1 of the Final FIS. Right-of- 
way acquisition will occur during the final design process. Minor 
roadway improvements will occur to improve overall safety and 
operating conditions in the interchange area. Major rerouting will not 
be required. 
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Comment #58 : Paulette Adams 



Public Hearing 
March n 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concems about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Response to Comment #58 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your thoughtful comments on the 1-1 5 
Corridor alternatives. After very careful consideration of both build 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 , which includes 
the Custer interchange, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Neither alternative provided a substantial benefit to traffic on N. 
Montana Avenue when compared to the No-Action Alternative. 
Improving pedestrian access to the Rossiter School should be 
accomplished by a combination of better sidewalks/paths and signalized 
intersections to assist in the crossing of Montana Avenue at Sierra Drive, 
for example. These local improvements will likely be done at the 
county level- 



Name: fi^r w ig-j-f ^ ^fJa^S 



Address: ^fa q ^ £mptre C+ \\Q.Ur^^ M~r S960^ 



Phone: 



: ^^j'- 59^5 



e-mail: p gcjO-iTistS arYic-hlr>,CPiv\ 



(above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6233 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

Ci^My DKumenUULCorrUDrSlud/CotrmamCommentdoc 
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Comment #59: Marga Lincoln 



Public Hearing 
Marcii 112003 



COMMENT SHEET 

1 have the following comments, questions or concems about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Phone: 
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e-mail: /^/^,^-,fS); 



(above infomiation is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 

C'IMy llocirnenU\cLAC(xniDrGtudvVCdiiinMt]l1CarrEnHir.d« 
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Response to Comment #59 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

TDM opportunities will exist in the future; however, it is unlikely that 
TDM alone could offset the substantial grovvth in traffic demand that will 
occur in the future. TDM was not included as a supporting element with 
the build alternatives primarily because these measures would have 
done very little to address the existing and projected needs in the study 
area and they received minimal support I'elative to other proposed 
improvements. Voluntary TDM applications are an important 
component of the transportation needs of any community, and they 
should be incorporated at appropriate levels as determined by the local 
communities and employers. TDM measures are recommended for 
consideration as part of all future local and regional planning efforts. 

All new or reconstructed infrastructure in the 1-1 5 Corridor is planned to 
have pedestrian/bicycle facilities. In particular, a new pedestrian/bicycle 
underpass is planned at Broadway. The Helena Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan also proposes pedestrian/bicycle facilities that fit in 
with the proposed EIS improvements. 
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Comment #60: Jim Nolan 



Public Hearing 
March 11, 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concems about the 1-1 5 Comdor, Montana City to 
Lincoin Road Environmental Impact Statement; 
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Response to Comment #60 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
This alternative includes an interchange at Custer Avenue, an 
interchange at South Helena, improvements to the Capitol interchange, 
Lincoln Road interchange improvements, Montana City interchange 
improvements, connection of the west side Frontage Road between 
Montana City and Colonial Drive, widening Cedar Street to five lanes 
from 1-1 5 to N. Montana Avenue, and a Broadway underpass for 
pedestrian and bicycle use. The improvements include pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities as well. 
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e-mail: 



(above Information Is optionalj 

Mail comments to address on other side or fex to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com . 

tWy DDfiananlfi^clilCofrdorSttxIylCommen^Commerftaac 
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Comment #61: Anonymous 



Public Hearing 
MarciiUZOOS 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Comdor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Name: 




Address: 



Phone: 



e-mail: 



(above infonnation is optional) 



Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com, 

Cr\M/ D«urrenls\c^CarHdDretudx^Canner4U^mnteiii,[r« 



Response to Comment #61 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

The idea of a remote-controlled emergency gate allowing emergency 
vehicles onto 1-1 5 was explored with FHWA. FHWA generally prohibits 
such access for permanent installations. In general discussions about the 
subject, it was suggested that the cost of a gate, an access drive, and 
maintaining the access and gate might be similar in some cases to 
moving the fire station or providing a satellite fire station. 
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Comment #62: Janice Frisch 



Public Hearing 
MarcH 112003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-15 Corridor, Montana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Name: '.i rss ,. ; ^ , t^ ^ ,• ^ f 



Name: J .^,^^-1^:^ ^ F ^ '' .^ ^ Jn 
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Phone: Yy '^ "1^ f 7 
(above information is optional)/ 



e-mail: 



Mail comments to address on other side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@C'b.com. 

CAM^ EJeoumannVtMlDrrldDrSTudyVCoinriiannCcniminLilK 



Response to Comment #62 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The alternatives that were developed primarily address replacement and 
upgrading of the existing infrastructure to meet modern standards and 
future needs. In particular, replacement of the Capitol interchange and 
replacement of the Custer bridge over 1-1 5 address these issues. 

Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
This alternative includes an interchange at Custer Avenue, an 
interchange at South Helena, improvements to the Capitol interchange, 
Lincoln Road interchange improvements, Montana City interchange 
improvements, connection of the west side Frontage Road between 
Montana City and Colonial Drive, widening Cedar Street to five lanes 
from 1-1 5 to N. Montana Avenue, and a Broadway underpass for 
pedestrian and bicycle use. The improvements include additional 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities as well. 
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Comment #63: Dan Edens 



Public Hearing 
March 112003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Corridor, Montana Crty to 
Lincoln Road Eni/ironmental Impact Statement: 
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Response to Comment #63 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer interchange, has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 
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e-mail 



{above information is optional) 

Mail comments to address on other ade or 1^x to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 
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Comment #64: Mr. & Mrs. Gerald Charlton 



Response to Comment #64 



Public Hearing 
March It 2003 



COMMENT SHEET 

I have the following comments, questions or concerns about the 1-1 5 Corridor. IVlontana City to 
Lincoln Road Environmental Impact Statement: 
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l^ail comments to address on otiier side or fax to 406/458-6238 or e-mail to 
halouskatk@c-b.com. 
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The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transpotlation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes a new interchange at Custer Avenue, has 
been identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. 

Phasing of the various improvements has not been determined at this 
time and will be based on the availability of funding and coordination 
with the Montana Transportation Commission. See Section 2.1 1 of the 
FEIS for additional discussion. 

A new pedestrian/bicycle-only underpass is planned at Broadway. 
Public road connections using a Broadway underpass were explored, 
but those alternatives were screened-out in the pi'ocess due to concerns 
about traffic impacts to the residential section of Broadway. 
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Comment #65: Robert Rule 



I recommend the Custer Avenue Interchange because it will allow economic 
growth. According to the City of Helena Growth Plan, the areas on the east 
side of 1-15 on Custer Avenue has been designated Commercial/Industrial. It 
is the only area left in Helena with that zoning classification that has any 
sizable lots available. I have secured commitments from several major 
corporations while developing 270 acres of property oxi Custer. Custer 
Avenue is on the verge of an irreversible explosion in growth similar to what 
we have seen on Reserve Street in Missoula. 

We are in the process of implementing a plan that could take care of the 
traffic impact for the immediate future, but the Interchange will be required 
for the fmal phases that will create hundreds of high payingjobs. 

The tax base created from these series of developments can and will impact 
the City, County and State revenues that will enable the Forestvale 
Interchange to be completed in addition to the Custer Avenue Interchange. 

JWuIe the Forestvale Interchange will be great for the convenience of 
people, Custer Avenue will create jobs. 

Furthermore, Our rerouting of the Frontage Road Access onto Custer will 
allow travel frott) the valley residents near Sierra Drive to use the Frontage 
Road without being required to re-enter Montana Avenue. 



Response to Comment #65 



The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department ot 
Transportation thank you for your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

Alternative 1, which includes the Custer Avenue interchange, has been 
identified as the Preferred Ahernative in the FEIS. 
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Comment #66: Jennifer Dalrymple 

Original He^^sa^'e 

From: dymples5SEtarbaiid.net [naiLto; dymplesSfflstarband. net) 
Senc; Thursday, April iD, 2003 12:29 PM 
Tc : iiistudt.@state . mt . us 
Subject : 



Mark, 

1 have not taken the Opportunity to direceiy review the 1-15 EIS, but I 
have heard/read coinments about it, l would like to offer a few su-ggestions 
for document; /background review on some of Che options. HDT completed a 
Capital "nterchange analysis and review in 1382 which mentions immedigce 
r.ead for pedeetrian/bioycle facilitation for that area, There are 
via«otspes of peds/kids jumping the i-i5 fence .-. temporary aolution was MDT 
grated a dirt roadway down CO the soueh €' drainage culvert, whiclj is now 
barred closed on ths west side. Planning Division. Dick Turner or Caroi 
Striaich should still have this reporc/i:ifo. 

In 199B, Jason Giard did a thorough review and preliminary coat 
analysis/design for a ped/bihe overpass for Capital incerchangs and 
pad/birLs tunnel for Broadway. Don Duaek tengineeringj aLgo worked with ttie 
neighbarbood adjacent to Broadway to ttrainstorm idess for traffic calming 
if Broadway were to be niotoriaed under I-lS. 

From 1957-5C00. 1 compiled a complete folder for 1-15 ped/blke 
opportunities and had signed petitions for supporc of a ped/bike overpass 
or underpass for the T-15 Capital ijieercHange area, I worked cloaely with 
LTason and tHe Sutte District to get a project in the STIP £or something Cor 
ped/btkft across I-IS. Carol Strieich, non-riotcrized program coordinator 
should have thla info now. 

In my experience as the State MDT non-motorized program coordinator tor 
over three years, the barrier to ped/bike travel caused by 1-15 is 
significant. As an avid Cyclist and ardent pedestrian who uged to cross I- 
15 everday, walking or biking. I saw firsthand the frustrations of other 
pedestrians /bicyclists who dared to traverse this barrier. Many, fearful 
for their lives, either ended up choosing to drive, increasing congestion 
or not cross at all. Especially impacted were the folks trying to get to 
the buB terminal which moved from downtown Helena to wtiaC is now Concodo 
across I-15 . 

T urge you •:o seriously consider multi-modal croEsings of 1-15 as well as 
lateral travel on both aides as you seek to iiKprove the corridor. As the 
original designers of the Capital interchange now say, 'who could have 
predicted the needs and extreme growth of this entire area. That 
interchange won design awards for it's ingenuity and visionary design. We 
aever expected growth down/along hwy 13/287," As we jOIOW nOWj growth will 
happen on both sides of an/ major transportation route whether it be river, 
rail or roadway, and incorporating all modes of traval up front is ehe 
smart choice Eor the future. 

Thank you for reading this long-winded commentary and if you have any 
Questions/comments, please Ceel f rse Co contact me . 

Jernifer Dalrymple 

549-2300 



Response to Comment #66 



[Note: Comment received after the 45-day comment period ended on 
April 7, 2003,] 

The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you for your informative background information 
on Multimodal planning in the 1-15 Corridor. The Preferred Alternative 
identified in the Final EIS incorporates new or improved facilities for 
bicyclists and pedestrians at five interchange locations between Montana 
City and Lincoln Road. The Preferred Alternative also includes a new 
bike/ped underpass at Broadway. 

Throughout the development of the FIS, the need for improved safety 
and mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians was a constant theme. The 
Preferred Alternative makes major advances in this area. 
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Comment #67: Karen Marble 



Original Message 

From : Ko_email_address_suppl led 

[r(LailcD;Ho_email_address_suEipliedJ 
Sent: Monday, July 14^ 2003 2 : Oo PM 
To : rcashSstate .mt .us; cstephensonsstate .rat . us 
Subject: guest book entry 



WWW.HDT.STATE.MT.US GUEST BOOK ENTRY: 

Karen Marble 

35 04 Pondera Hoad 
Helena, Montana 59602 



Hello, I hope this is the correct place for input on the 
proposed interchange on Cuater Ave far Helena. I drive Custer 
Ave every morning to work and to Helena businesses. The traffic 
on Custer, Montana Ave, and Washington Street is very condensed 
at present. I cannot imagine trying to make a right or a left 
turn onto Custer and beyond if an interchange were to feed into 
that same area, especially with more business traffic ieeding 
into the area when Home Depot is complete. I don't know the 
alternate but I thought you need some more insight into this 
interchange proposal. 



Response to Comment #67 



[Note: Comment received after the 45-day comment period ended on 
April 7, 2003.] 

The Federal Highway Administration and the Montana Department of 
Transportation thank you tor your participation in the 1-1 5 Corridor EIS. 

The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIS includes a new 1-15 
interchange at Custer Avenue. In order to address your concerns and 
other potential issues at Custer Avenue, Washington Street, and N. 
Montana Avenue, the Preferred Alternative includes a number of 
intersection and roadway improvements that will address safety, 
mobility and general traffic operations. These improvements are fully 
described in Section 2.8.2.3 of the Final EIS. 



Book signed on Mon, Jul-14-2003 at 14:00:19 
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